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ABSTRACT 
Work and close relationships are the most important domains of our lives and can cause 
both stress and satisfaction. This thesis had two main assertions: First, an examination of 
spillover processes between these two domains was attempted by focusing stress and coping 
spilling over from one domain to the other among dual-earner couples. Second, an 
intervention study was conducted. It was tested if relationship education fostering dyadic 
coping can enhance work related outcomes in dual-earner couples. Results of the presented 
studies show that dyadic coping can effectively buffer negative spillover between various 
sources of stress and relationship satisfaction or work performance. Moreover, findings of the 
intervention study showed that fostering dyadic coping skills in dual-earner couples did not 
only increase couple functioning but had also effects above and beyond the home domain. 
Specifically, increased job satisfaction and work performance and decreased burnout risk 
were found. An integrative conceptual model for future research on spillover is proposed at 
the end of this thesis.  
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INTRODUCTION 
Work and close relationships are central domains of our lives (Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 
1992; Kanter, 1977). Both areas can represent substantial sources of stress (American 
Psychological Association, 2013). For instance, in Switzerland, an outrageous proportion of 
almost 87% of employees reported being stressed in their job (SECO, 2011), and the costs of 
stress (e.g., treatment of burnout, loss in productivity) sum up to 1.2 % of the GDP (SECO, 
2003). Work and close relationships can also mutually influence each other and spill over 
from one domain to the other (Pleck, 1977). For example, work stress can intrude into close 
relationships. Once ‘infected’ the couple, stress can cause dissolution of close relationships 
(Bodenmann, 1995b, 1997, 2005), leading to almost 50% of marriages in Switzerland ending 
in divorce (Swiss Federal Office for Statistics, 2013b). This intertwinement of work and 
home
1
 can be especially challenging and stressful for couples in which both partners work, 
such as dual-earner couples (Hammer, Allen, & Grigsby, 1997). In 2012, approximately 71 
percent of the couples in Switzerland lived in dual-earner arrangements (Swiss Federal Office 
for Statistics, 2013a).  
These facts result in the need to understand how dual-earner couples manage to juggle the 
responsibilities from both areas and, in consequence and most importantly, what could be 
done to support them. The objective of this thesis therefore was twofold: First, the dynamics 
of spillover processes within dual-earner couples over time have not been well examined yet. 
Furthermore, it not yet clear which buffering mechanisms are the most beneficial to protect 
dual-earner couples from stress spillover. Thus, the understanding of spillover processes of 
stress and resources within dual earner couples from work to home and vice versa were 
examined, drawing special attention on a) a dyadic research perspective and b) longitudinal 
                                                 
1
 In this thesis, in line with prior research, I used the referents “home/home domain” instead of 
“family/family domain” as this term is more general and applicable for all dual-earner couples (who not 
necessarily are married or have children) (Grzywacz & Marks, 2000). 
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effects of spillover and c) dyadic coping. Second, although we know that the spillover of 
stress has detrimental consequences for both domains, there is a lack of intervention studies in 
work-family research addressing the needs of dual-earner couples. We still don’t know which 
preventive approach elicits the best outcomes on the home and work domain. Therefore, a 
stress preventive relationship education program for couples was tested on its efficacy above 
and beyond the boundaries of close relationships of dual-earner couples: the Couples Coping 
Enhancement Training (Bodenmann & Shantinath, 2004). 
1. Stress And Coping From a Dyadic Perspective2 
Research offers different theoretical conceptualizations of stress. Of the many approaches, 
transactional stress models (Bodenmann, 1995b; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) are the most 
common (Bodenmann, 2000) and are the guidelines for this thesis. In the Transactional 
Model of stress (TM; Folkman & Lazarus, 1980; Folkman, Lazarus, Dunkel-Schetter, 
DeLongis, & Gruen, 1986; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), stress is defined as a dynamic 
transaction in a person’s relation with the environment. The appraisal of stress underlines an 
individual perspective and situational demands and available resources play a core function in 
whether or not a person perceives stress. Nevertheless individuals do not live in a social 
vacuum. With the systemic-transactional model (STM), Bodenmann (1995) addresses the 
need for a systemic perspective on stress and coping for couples. The STM is based on the 
key assumption that stress and coping are mutually interdependent processes within the two 
members of a couple (Bodenmann, 1995b, 1997, 2005; Revenson, Kayser, & Bodenmann, 
2005). Thus, a stressor always concerns both partners- directly or indirectly - because one 
partners’ stress reactions or coping efforts can cross over to the other partner (for a definition 
of crossover, see chapter 2.1).  
                                                 
2
 This thesis treats of minor distress (i.e., daily hassles) that can occur acute (temporary) or chronically 
(stable) and originate outside (i.e. work stress) or inside (i.e., arguments with the partner) the close relationship 
For a detailed typology of stressors, see Randall and Bodenmann (2009). Furthermore, non-work related support, 
such as dyadic coping- is focused. 
1 Stress and Coping from a dyadic perspective 
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TM and STM identify two main processes, cognitive appraisal and coping. Cognitive 
appraisal is an evaluation of the environmental aspects to be relevant or irrelevant for ones 
well-being. Cognitive appraisal contains three processes. In a primary appraisal process, the 
demands of a situation are evaluated and can, for example, be perceived as a threat. In a 
secondary appraisal process, the available resources to deal with this situation are evaluated. 
If demands exceed a person’s or a couple’s resources, this results in stress. However, stress is 
not a permanent state. Constant reappraisal of demands and resources may change the 
perception of the situation, for example from threatening to challenging. In the STM, 
cognitive appraisal is conceptualizes from a dyadic perspective, integrating both partners 
perceptions of the situation, both partners resources and a comparison of both partners 
appraisal (Bodenmann, 1995b). It has been well established that relationships falter under 
conditions of stress (Bodenmann & Cina, 2005; Bodenmann, 1995b, 2005; Falconier & 
Epstein, 2011; Karney, Story, & Bradbury, 2005; Neff & Broady, 2011; Neff & Karney, 
2004, 2009). 
Coping, the second main process in the TM and STM, is the way to manage the demands 
taxing or exceeding one’s or a couple’s resources (Folkman & Lazarus, 1980; Folkman et al., 
1986; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). In the SMT model (Bodenmann, 1995b), dyadic coping is 
defined as interplay between both members of a couple (see Figure 1) It contains stress 
communication of one or both partners, the perception of these signals by the other partner 
and finally the reactions to the stress signals (or no reaction by ignoring partner’s stress). 
Stress contagion (consequently, both partners are stressed) or dyadic (joint) coping with the 
stressor are possible reactions. Positive and negative dyadic coping can be distinguished, and 
within those categories, problem- and emotion-focused strategies can appear. Positive forms 
of dyadic coping include supportive dyadic coping (e.g., empathic understanding), common 
dyadic coping (e.g., joint problem solving, sharing emotions), and delegated dyadic coping 
(one partner takes over the tasks of the other). Negative dyadic coping includes hostility (e.g., 
1 Stress and Coping from a dyadic perspective 
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supporting in a mocking way), ambivalence (e.g., unwillingly supporting the partner), and 
superficiality (e.g., support that is given without empathy) (for a detailed overview, see 
Bodenmann, 1995b). According to the cascade model of Bodenmann (2005), individual 
coping is an important first step in facing stressors and dyadic coping is completing the 
individual coping efforts. If both individual and dyadic coping efforts are exhausted or 
evaluated ineffective, further support from friends, colleagues or professionals will be sought. 
Nevertheless, dyadic coping is one of the most important sources of social support 
(Bodenmann, 2005) and has been shown to buffer the detrimental impacts of stress 
(Bodenmann, Meuwly, Bradbury, Gmelch, & Ledermann, 2010; Brock & Lawrence, 2008; 
Cohen & Wills, 1985; Kiecolt-Glaser, McGuire, Robles, & Glaser, 2002; Neff & Broady, 
2011). 
 
Figure 1. Components of dyadic coping according to the SMT Bodenmann (1995) 
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2. Spillover – Transmission of Stressors and Resources Across Domains 
Research has well documented the manifold negative impacts of stress. For example, 
occupational stress affects burnout risk (Maslach & Jackson, 1981), job satisfaction (Sullivan 
& Bhagat, 1992), work performance (Eby, Casper, Lockwood, Bordeaux, & Brinley, 2005; 
Motowidlo, Packard, & Manning, 1986), and relates to poor physical and mental health (Kahn 
& Byosiere, 1992; LaRocco, House, & French Jr., 1980; Michie & Williams, 2003). 
Relationship stress sowed negative associations with relationship functioning, such as 
relationship satisfaction (Bodenmann, Ledermann, & Bradbury, 2007; Bodenmann, 2000; T. 
Ledermann, Bodenmann, Rudaz, & Bradbury, 2010), negative affect (Levenson & Gottman, 
1983), couple communication and interaction - such as anger or withdrawal behavior - 
(Bodenmann et al., 2010; Christensen & Heavey, 1990; Heavey, Layne, & Christensen, 1993) 
and sexual activity and satisfaction (Bodenmann, Ledermann, et al., 2007). Furthermore, 
relationship distress is associated with physical health problems (Kiecolt-Glaser & Newton, 
2001). Overall, stress is negatively associated with various outcomes within the same domain. 
But stress experienced in one domain can also transfer to another domain, which is defined as 
spillover.  
Work and family are intertwined domains of human life (Pleck, 1977). Hence, stress in 
one sphere is associated with stress in the other and this also appears for satisfaction (e.g., 
Eby et al., 2005). Although there is sufficient empirical evidence that work and family are 
interconnected domains, the links between the two areas are complex in terms of direction 
and dimension. That is, the relationship between work and home is bidirectional, as work and 
home can mutually influence each other (Ford, Heinen, & Langkamer, 2007; Frone et al., 
1992; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). Moreover, demands and resources of one domain can be 
conflicting or enhancing demands and resources in the other domain (Parasuraman & 
Greenhaus, 2002). The permeability of boundaries between work and home (Allen, Herst, 
Bruck, & Sutton, 2000; Byron, 2005; Eby et al., 2005; Pleck, 1977) is one factor that may 
2 Spillover – Transmission of Stressors and Resources Across Domains 
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intensify the difficulties of combining both life areas. Individuals might not be able to wind 
down after work and leave work-related stressors at the workplace. Thus, problems 
experienced at work spill over into the home domain. The following section gives a definition 
of spillover. 
2.1 The four faces of spillover: Definitions and conceptualizations 
The abundant research on the work-family interface in the field of occupational 
psychology is indicative of a growing conviction that the transmission of stress across 
important life domains can be critical and the transfer of resources can be beneficial, 
especially for couples where both partners contribute to the household income. Especially, 
since approximately 71% of couples in Switzerland are living in dual-earner arrangements 
(Swiss Federal Office for Statistics, 2013a), spillover processes of stress and resources appear 
as an everyday experience for many couples. 
Definition. Spillover refers to a transmission of stress or resources within a person from 
one area of life to another. Spillover therefore represents an intraindividual transmission of 
stress, usually across domains (Bolger, DeLongis, Kessler, & Wethington, 1989; Westman, 
2001). Spillover consists of a negative and a positive dimension. Both dimensions of spillover 
are generally considered distinct but related constructs (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Pleck, 
Staines, & Lang, 1980). That means, positive and negative spillover are orthogonal constructs 
that can coexist. Positive and negative spillover are bidirectional in nature. Thus, spillover can 
occur from work to home or vice versa (Frone, 2003). As for negative and positive spillover, 
spillover from work-to-home and home-to-work are conceptually distinct constructs (Frone et 
al., 1992; Mesmer-Magnus & Viswesvaran, 2005; Netemeyer, Boles, & McMurrian, 1996). 
Overall, spillover can be considered a four-dimensional construct (Grzywacz & Marks, 2000; 
Grzywacz, 2000). 
Negative spillover. Negative spillover between work and home is the extent to which 
obligations in one domain intrude upon the other domain or interfere with outcomes within 
2 Spillover – Transmission of Stressors and Resources Across Domains 
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the other domain, and make it difficult to meet the demands in the second domain. Thus, 
negative spillover represents an cross-domain role conflict (Frone et al., 1992; Greenhaus & 
Beutell, 1985). For example, stress experienced at the workplace due to role overload might 
lead to increased relationship stress.  
Positive spillover. Positive spillover is defined as the extent to which skills, behaviors and 
opportunities gained in one domain beneficially affect experiences or outcomes in another 
domain (e.g., work performance). Thus, participation in one role facilitates the fulfillment of 
requirements in another role (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000; Frone, 2003; Greenhaus & Powell, 
2006; Grzywacz, Almeida, & McDonald, 2002; Grzywacz, 2000; Hammer, Cullen, Neal, 
Sinclair, & Shafiro, 2005; Hanson, Hammer, & Colton, 2006; Voydanoff, 2004; Wayne, 
Musisca, & Fleeson, 2004). For example, dyadic coping skills may positively influence work 
performance.  
Conceptualization. Several different conceptualizations of spillover exist and show many 
inconsistencies. Mostly, spillover was assessed as a trait by using questionnaires. Yet, along 
with the four dimensions of spillover comes the assumption that the influence of the work and 
home domain is reciprocal and should be seen as a dynamic spiral process rather than a 
unidirectional process (Amstad, Meier, Fasel, Elfering, & Semmer, 2011). 
Terminology. Negative spillover is labeled as work-family conflict in most research 
studies (Bakker, Westman, & van Emmerik, 2009), whereas positive spillover can also be 
labeled work–family enhancement work–family positive spillover, work–family facilitation, 
or work–family enrichment (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). For the sake of simplicity, this 
thesis uses the terms negative and positive spillover.  
Crossover. The potential impact of work on employees’ personal lives is far reaching, 
affecting not only the employees but also significant others in an employee’s environment, 
such as the intimate partner (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000). As opposed to spillover 
(intraindividual transmission of stress), crossover is an interindividual stress transmission 
2 Spillover – Transmission of Stressors and Resources Across Domains 
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(Westman, 2001). Crossover therefore extends the basic idea of spillover by taking into 
consideration that stress experienced by on partner leads to stress experienced by the other 
partner (Bolger, DeLongis, Kessler, & Wethington, 1989). Although this thesis focuses on 
spillover processes, crossover is an important mechanism within the transfer of stress in dual-
earner couples. 
2.2 Theoretical models of spillover 
Several theoretical approaches deal with the interference of work and home. Three 
different orientations of theoretical and conceptual approaches can be distinguished: 
approaches focusing negative or positive spillover and approaches considering positive and 
negative spillover simultaneously.  
2.2.1 Theories and models of negative spillover 
The roots of negative spillover research lie in role theory (Goode, 1960; Kahn, Wolfe, 
Quinn, Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964; Pleck, 1977). Not surprisingly, theories and models arising 
within this approach, especially the role conflict theory (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985), have 
guided most of the research on spillover between work and home (Bellavia & Frone, 2005). 
Within this approach, negative spillover has been conceptualized bidirectional, the origin of 
stress can either arise at work or at home. The consideration of the bidirectionality of negative 
spillover signed a turning point in subsequent research. 
Role Conflict Theory. Based on the scarcity hypothesis and role theory (Edwards & 
Rothbard, 2000; Goode, 1960; Kahn et al., 1964), the Role Conflict Theory claims that work 
and home environments are mutually incompatible in some respects. Greenhaus and Beutell 
(1985) developed a theoretical framework based on the main assumption that the combination 
of work and home roles results in conflict due to finite time and energy capacity to participate 
in work and home tasks simultaneously. Individuals only have a fixed amount of 
psychological and physiological resources. According to this assumption, devoting attention 
2 Spillover – Transmission of Stressors and Resources Across Domains 
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to one domain necessarily depletes the resources available to devote to another domain and 
consequently impairs performance in the other domain. Three forms of negative spillover 
(labeled as work-family conflict within this framework) are distinguished: (a) time-based 
conflict (incompatible time demands between work and home), (b) strain-based conflict 
(spillover of stress from one domain to the other), and (c) behavior-based (when behavior in 
one domain is incompatible with behavior in the other domain) conflict (Greenhaus & 
Beutell, 1985). However this distinction is rarely used (Carlson, Kacmar, & Williams, 2000). 
Meta-analytic findings provide support for the conflict theory (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). 
For instance, employees who experienced more work-related stress were more likely to 
experience interference from their work into their home lives. Likewise, employees who 
experienced stress at home were more likely to experience interference from home work 
(Byron, 2005). Beside the important influence of this model for research on spillover, the 
conflict theory neglects the possibility of a reciprocal relation of antecedents and outcomes 
between the work and home domain. 
Expanded Role Conflict Model. The spillover model propose by Frone and colleagues 
(Frone et al., 1992) extends the role conflict theory (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985) discussed 
above. This is done by integration work and home predictors into the model that can cause 
negative spillover, which in turn can negatively influence work- and home-outcomes (e.g., job 
and family satisfaction) and, in the end, result in depression. By distinguishing the two 
directions of negative spillover, the model allowed for a reciprocal relation between the work 
and home domain. The model furthermore extends the outcomes of spillover above the mere 
work and home domain by including health related outcomes (e.g., depression). A number of 
studies have tested this model and findings show evidence for its validity (e.g., Aryee, Luk, 
Leung, & Lo, 1999; Carlson & Kacmar, 2000). 
Discussion about conflict models. Overall, critics have questioned the idea of role 
conflict models (Frone et al., 1992; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985) that work and home 
2 Spillover – Transmission of Stressors and Resources Across Domains 
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necessarily are competitors and have instead underscored the possible benefits of occupying 
dual roles (see chapter 2.2.2 and 2.2.3). Moreover, the conflict approach does not clearly 
identify the causal processes that link the work and home domain. Specifically, the models do 
not reveal which factors in one domain make it more difficult to function in the other. 
Moreover, conflict theories neglect systems beyond the work and home domains (ten 
Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012)and are individually based and consequently do not account for 
the interdependency between the partners of a dyad. 
Besides the predominant conflict models, other theoretical approaches can explain why 
spillover can occur and add different important contributions to study mechanisms of 
spillover. The Stress-Divorce Model (Bodenmann, 1995b, 2000, 2005; Bodenmann, Charvoz, 
et al., 2007) will be introduced to show spillover from outside the close relationship into the 
relationship, whereas the Spillover-Crossover Model highlights the interdependence between 
the two members of a dyad (Bakker, Demerouti, & Burke, 2009; Bakker, Demerouti, & 
Dollard, 2008). 
Stress-Divorce Model. The Stress-Divorce Model (Bodenmann, 1995b, 2000, 2005; 
Bodenmann, Charvoz, et al., 2007) draws upon the SMT (Bodenmann, 1995b) and specifies 
the deleterious role of stress on the close relationship. Specifically, stress originating outside 
the relationship spills into the dyad and slowly erodes relationship quality without the 
awareness of the couple. Several linking mechanisms are postulated, such as decreased time 
couples spend together, increased negative communication patterns (e.g., anger, withdrawal), 
fostered physical and psychological problems (e.g., sexual dysfunction), and the increased 
likelihood of expressing problematic personality traits (e.g., hostility, anxiety). All these 
mechanism are resulting in mutual alienation, estranging partners slowly from each other and 
leading in a reduced relationship quality and, in the end, might cause divorce or separation. 
Based on the SMT and the Stress-Divorce Model, Bodenmann, Ledermann, and Bradbury 
(2007) tested the assumption, that stresses arising outside the relationship impairs relationship 
2 Spillover – Transmission of Stressors and Resources Across Domains 
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functioning. They found that daily hassles (e.g., dislike of current work duties) spilled into the 
relationship by increasing relationship stress and this, in turn, had negative effects on marital 
and sexual satisfaction and led to higher levels of sexual dysfunction in both women and men. 
A limitation of the SMT within the context of this thesis addressing the interface of work and 
home in dual-earner couples is that stressors can arise from any source outside the close 
relationship (the work domain is just one possible source). This, in fact, is also strength of this 
approach, as it is applicable to most situations couples are facing in everyday life (also 
applicable for non dual-earner couples). But it might be the reason why this model has not 
been applied in previous work-family research. Strength of this model is clearly the dyadic 
approach, the clear differentiation between different sources of stressors (relationship stress 
vs. non-relationship stress), and the inclusion of dyadic coping as possible moderator between 
stress and relationship outcomes.  
Spillover-Crossover Model. The Spillover-Crossover Model (SCM; Bakker, Demerouti, 
et al., 2009; Bakker et al., 2008) postulates that occupational stressor (e.g., work demands) or 
resources (e.g., engagement) first spill over from work to home within a person, and 
subsequently crosses over to the other partner and negatively affects close relationships. 
Specifically, the authors postulate that demands at work lead to negative spillover by devoting 
resources that cannot be invested otherwise (based on the conservation of resources theory; 
Hobfoll, 1989; see chapter 2.2.2 for more details). This, in turn, leads to negative dyadic 
interactions at home (e.g., undermining behaviors, such as expressing negative affect or 
criticizing the partner), which consequently increase the demands experienced at home and 
can result in reduced relationship satisfaction (Bakker, Demerouti, et al., 2009; Bakker et al., 
2008). The SCM has been empirically tested, showing evidence for work-stress enhancing 
negative spillover and the subsequent decrease in relationship satisfaction (Bakker et al., 
2008; Bakker, Petrou, & Tsaousis, 2012). The SCM has some similarities with the Stress-
Divorce Model by Bodenmann (1995, 2000, 2005) as it also investigates the role of non-
2 Spillover – Transmission of Stressors and Resources Across Domains 
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relationship stressors on relationship functioning. Furthermore, it also accounts for crossover 
processes within the partners. Nevertheless, the SCM only includes data of one partner and is 
therefore lacking a systemic perspective by examining mutual associations between both 
partners within an intimate relationship.  
2.2.2 Theories and models of positive spillover 
In reaction to conflict theory, a growing number of authors have argued that the 
conceptualization of work and family as time and energy-consuming entities is too simplistic. 
Frone (2003) therefore recommended new conceptual models for positive spillover because it 
would be a mistake to substitute facilitation into established models of negative spillover. The 
focus on the positive side of spillover marked a turning point in spillover research. There are 
by far means not that many conceptual models about positive spillover than for negative 
spillover. Nevertheless, two important approaches in this field are presented below. 
Work-Home Enrichment Theory. Greenhaus and Powell (2006) developed the Work-
Home Enrichment Theory, that draws upon role theory (Kahn et al., 1964). Their theory is 
based on three main assumptions. First, participating in different roles can have additive 
effects for well-being. Second, participating in one role can have buffering effects from 
distress in another role. Finally, participating in one role can produce positive experiences and 
outcomes in another role. Within this framework, resources are operationalized as skills, 
psychological and physical resources, social-capital resources (e.g., dyadic coping), and 
material resources. Researchers have begun to examine the theoretical propositions advanced 
by Greenhaus and Powell (2006) and have found evidence for its validity. For example, a 
recent meta-analysis revealed that work-to-home enrichment was associated positively with 
job satisfaction and family satisfaction (McNall, Nicklin, & Masuda, 2010). Overall, the 
enrichment theory can be seen as a fundamental endorsement of the role conflict theory 
(Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). Nevertheless, this theory has some limitations. Notably, this 
approach does not consider crossover effects between partners in an intimate relationship. 
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Moreover, this theory neglects the four-dimensionality of spillover (Grzywacz & Marks, 
2000; Grzywacz, 2000).  
Resource-Gain Development Model. The Resource-Gain Development model (Wayne, 
Grzywacz, Carlson, & Kacmar, 2007) draws upon and extends the theoretical perspective of 
the conservation of resources theory (COR; Hobfoll, 1989) and the ecological systems theory 
(Bronfenbrenner, 1986). Both theories will be introduced shortly before moving on. 
COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989) describes how people react to environmental stressors and 
how this influences individual well-being. According to the COR model, individuals seek to 
acquire and maintain resources. Stress is a reaction to an environment in which there is the 
threat of a loss of resources, an actual loss in resources, or lack of an expected gain in 
resources. Resources include objects, conditions (e.g., tenure status), personal characteristics 
(e.g., individual and dyadic coping skills), and energies (e.g., time, money). Applied to 
spillover processes, the COR model proposes that the more demands are experienced in one 
domain, the fewer resources are available to fulfill requirements in another domain. 
The ecological systems theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1986) emphasizes that people naturally 
interact with environmental systems in a continuing process of influence, reflected in the 
interaction and transaction patterns of the individual and subsystem levels: the microsystem 
(everyday living environment); the mesosystem (links between different microsystems); the 
exosystem (impacts individuals indirectly); and the macrosystem (basic societal framework). 
Applied to spillover research, this theory provides a basic framework of environmental 
embedding and exchange between various systems. 
The main assertion of the Resource-Gain-Development Model (Wayne et al., 2007) is that 
positive spillover is enabled by personal characteristics (e.g., self efficacy) and environmental 
resources (e.g., dyadic coping) that contribute to the development of, for example, new skills 
or greater efficiency in one domain which enhance functioning in the other domain. Thus, the 
accumulation of resources can lead to a high potential for positive spillover. Positive 
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spillover, in turn, can then lead to positive work (e.g., work performance) or home (e.g., 
relationship quality) outcomes experienced by others (e.g., coworkers, family members). So 
far, research owns empirical testing of this model. A strength of this approach is the strong 
theoretical embedding, especially the consideration of an individual’s environment 
influencing spillover. Furthermore, the role of dyadic coping can be considered within this 
framework. For example, dyadic coping can serve as a type of resource that generates positive 
outcomes (e.g., great energy and positive affect), which further enhance individuals’ 
performance in the workplace. One major limitation of this model is that the effect positive 
spillover might have is only conceptualized by reported outcomes of other members of the 
system. Thus, crossover is considered, but the model lacks a direct individual spillover path. 
Discussion about enrichment theories. The two approaches presented above provide an 
insight into beneficial linking mechanism between work and home. However these models are 
limited to the concept of positive spillover and cannot provide an answer why besides positive 
spillover, negative interferences between the work and home domain exist. 
2.2.3 Theoretical models of positive and negative spillover 
An recent study revealed that the inclusion of the positive spillover in addition to negative 
spillover significantly and substantially improved the prediction of work outcomes (e.g., work 
performance, job satisfaction) as well as home outcomes (e.g., relationship satisfaction) above 
and beyond the effects of negative spillover (Hammer et al., 2005; van Steenbergen, Ellemers, 
& Mooijaart, 2007).The inclusion of both dimensions of spillover in one model therefore 
seems appropriate. The following section presents two models that account for this matter. 
Systemic Model of Spillover. Grzywacz and Marks (2000) proposed and tested a solid 
conceptual model based on Bronfenbrenner’s (1986) ecological systems theory (see chapter 
2.2.2 for an introduction). Their model suggests that the work-family interaction is a joint 
function of person (e.g., personal resources), context (e.g., negativity in person-environment 
interactions), and time (e.g., age of partners or children) characteristics. Each type of 
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characteristic exerts an additive effect on a persons’ work-home experience, which is not 
restricted on either positive or negative spillover. Consequently, Grzywacz and Marks (2000) 
proposed a spillover model that consists of four dimensions (positive or negative spillover; 
from work to home or from home to work). Considering a persons’ environmental embedding 
in the work-home context is an advantage of this model. Nevertheless, this perspective is less 
clear in its descriptions of system linkages, explaining properly how two microsystems affect 
each other. 
Work-Home Resource Model. The Work-Home Resources Model (W-HR; ten 
Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012) provides a theoretical framework integrating negative and 
positive work-home processes and draws upon the COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989). 
Consequently, the W-HR model (see Figure 2) describes negative spillover as a process 
whereby contextual demands (e.g., task overload) in one domain deplete contextual resources 
(i.e., social support) and impede accomplishments in the other domain. Positive spillover is 
described as a process of resource accumulation between the work and non-work domain that 
fosters outcomes in the respective other domain (e.g., productivity). The individual is the 
crucial link between the work and home domain. A strenght of this model is the inclusion of 
the temporal aspect of spillover. Chronic and short-term spillover mechanisms can be 
explained by this approach. 
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Figure 2. Work-Home Resources Model (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012) 
Discussion about systemic models. A lack of both systemic models is that crossover 
effects are only indirectly considered (e.g., by including home resources, such as dyadic 
coping). Overall, models considering mechanisms of positive and negative spillover account 
for exchange processes between an individual and its environment, which can be considered 
as a huge advantage of these approaches. 
2.2.4 Critical discussion about existing spillover models 
Despite the common agreement that crossover effects exist (e.g., Westman, 2001), most 
spillover models are based on an individual approach that fails to consider the influence of the 
context (significant other in the work and home environment, organizational policies and 
practices) (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000; Sandberg et al., 2013). Specifically, most models fail 
to include the partner as significant source of support. Moreover, only a few theories manage 
to link the simultaneous occurrence of positive and negative spillover (Grzywacz & Marks, 
2000; ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012; van Steenbergen et al., 2007). Research has yet to 
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conceptualize an integrative model of spillover, accounting for the four-dimensionality and 
systemic character of spillover. In order to fit this gap, chapter 9 tries to include existing 
conceptual approaches and previous research findings by proposing a more detailed model of 
spillover. A further ambiguity of spillover models concerns its empirical testing. Work-home 
linkages were mostly tested on individual data basis and cross-sectional. Cross-sectional 
studies prevent from drawing causal conclusions about the direction of influence between 
variables considered antecedents or outcomes of spillover. In empirical studies, spillover 
mainly has been specified as simple bivariate associations between outcomes of the two 
domains(Edwards & Rothbard, 2000). 
2.3 Research findings on spillover 
The following section provides empirical evidence for spillover processes based on the 
above described theories and models. Accounting for the four dimensions of spillover, 
research findings about four major outcomes will be presented: job satisfaction and 
relationship satisfaction (cognitive dimension), work performance (behavioral dimension), 
and burnout (stress-related dimension), as these outcomes are the most frequently studied in 
work-family research (Allen et al., 2000) and of major importance for the presented studies in 
chapter 4and 5. Moreover, research findings about the role of dyadic coping within spillover 
processes will be summarized  
The following abbreviations will be used in this thesis: WIH refers to negative spillover 
from work to home (work interfering with home), HIW refers to negative spillover from 
home to work (home interfering with work), WEH refers to positive spillover from work to 
home (work enhancing home), and HEW refers to positive spillover from home to work 
(home enhancing work). As there is a plethora of research on spillover, the research findings 
summarized below are based, whenever possible, on meta-analytic findings. 
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2.3.1 The dark side of combining work and close relationships: Negative spillover 
Work stress and relationship stress can be considered important antecedents of negative 
spillover. Meta-analysis found that work stress showed a weighted average corrected 
correlation of .44 < ρ < .54 with WIH (Byron, 2005; Ford et al., 2007; McNall et al., 2010; 
Michel, Kotrba, Mitchelson, Clark, & Baltes, 2011) and of .24 < ρ < .29 with HIW (Byron, 
2005; McNall et al., 2010; Michel et al., 2011). Relationship stress, on the other hand, showed 
weighted average corrected correlations of .22 < ρ < .35 with WIH (Byron, 2005; McNall et 
al., 2010; Michel et al., 2011) and of .24 < ρ < .40 for HIW. Thus, it is important to consider 
stressors arising from the work and home domain when examining negative spillover 
processes. Moreover, it has been shown that both dimension of negative spillover showed 
weighted average corrected correlations of .41 < ρ < .48 with each other (Byron, 2005; 
McNall et al., 2010). Thus, more stress in one domain tends to be related to more stress in the 
other domain respectively. The following section presents selected empirical findings that 
illustrate outcomes of WIH and HIW. 
2.3.2 Negative work-to-home spillover (WIH) 
One of the most frequently studied outcomes of WIH is job satisfaction. Meta-analytic 
findings support a negative association between WIH and job satisfaction, with weighted 
average corrected correlations of -.23 < ρ <-.26 (Allen et al., 2000; Amstad et al., 2011; 
Kossek & Ozeki, 1998; McNall et al., 2010). Thus, if negative spillover increases, job 
satisfaction decreases. Another frequently studied outcome of WIH is work performance. The 
weighted average corrected correlations between WIH and work performance were -11 < ρ < 
-.17 (Allen et al., 2000; Amstad et al., 2011; Hoobler, Hu, & Wilson, 2010). Among all 
observed outcome variables, meta-analysis showed that burnout risk depicted the strongest 
association with WIH. The weighted average corrected correlations were .38 < ρ < .42 (Allen 
et al., 2000; Amstad et al., 2011). Thus, the higher WIH was, the higher was the risk of 
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burning out. One of the most frequently examined non-work outcomes of WIH is relationship 
satisfaction. Generally, a negative association of relationships satisfaction and WIH was 
found., as a weighted average corrected associations of -.17 < ρ < -.23 between WIH and 
relationship satisfactions were found (Allen et al., 2000; Amstad et al., 2011; Eby et al., 2005; 
McNall et al., 2010). Thus, the higher work interfered with home, the lower the relationship 
satisfaction. 
2.3.3 Negative home-to work spillover (HIW) 
Previous research has primarily focused on how reactions experienced in the work domain 
are transferred to and interfere with the home domain (Eby et al., 2005; Ford et al., 2007; 
Westman, 2001). Several studies have shown that negative spillover also occurs from home to 
work (Ford et al., 2007). For example, meta analysis showed mean weighted corrected 
correlations of HIW with job satisfaction -.13 < ρ < -.14 (Amstad et al., 2011; McNall et al., 
2010) and with work performance -.18 < ρ < -.20 (Amstad et al., 2011; Hoobler et al., 2010). 
Thus, the higher the negative spillover, the lower were employees satisfaction and 
performance levels at work. Furthermore, meta-analytic findings yielded a positive mean 
weighted corrected correlation between HIW and burnout of ρ = .27 (Amstad et al., 2011), 
signifying that HIW went along with higher risks of burning out. In addition to the negative 
associations with work-related outcomes, HIW was negatively related to relationship 
satisfaction. Meta-analytic findings showed a mean weighted correlation of -.22 < ρ < -.29 for 
this association (Amstad et al., 2011; McNall et al., 2010). 
2.3.4 Work and home can enrich each other: Positive spillover 
Recent theory and research suggest that work demands are not always associated with 
negative relationship outcomes, and can be associated with positive outcomes for some 
couples (e.g., Ford et al., 2007; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; Grzywacz & Marks, 2000; ten 
Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012; van Steenbergen et al., 2007). Up to date, only little research 
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has been conducted on the rewards and benefits associated with combining work and family 
but research attention on this field has been growing (McNall et al., 2010; Wayne et al., 
2007). WEH and HEW moderately correlated (mean weighted corrected correlation of ρ = 
.48) (McNall et al., 2010). The following section resumes the few research findings about the 
positive synergies between work and home. Most findings were not based on meta-analysis. 
2.3.5 Positive work-to-home spillover (WEH) 
Meta-analytic findings provide a mean weighted corrected correlation of ρ = .37 between 
WEH and job satisfaction (McNall et al., 2010). No meta-analytic findings examining the 
association between work performance and WEH were found. Bivariate correlations between 
WEH and work performance ranged from .16 < r <.28 (Carlson, Kacmar, Zivnuska, 
Ferguson, & Whitten, 2011; van Steenbergen et al., 2007). Thus, the higher the positive 
spillover, the higher was the work performance. Nevertheless, findings are not consistent, as 
some studies did find no significant associations (Graves, Ohlott, & Ruderman, 2007; Witt & 
Carlson, 2006). The reduction of the risk to burnout in association with WEH has also been 
studied. Bivariate correlations showed associations between burnout risk and WEH of -.19 < r 
< -.47 (van Steenbergen et al., 2007). Furthermore, WEH showed bivariate correlations of .12 
< r < .26 and a mean weighted correlation of ρ = .18 with relationship satisfaction (McNall et 
al., 2010; van Steenbergen et al., 2007). 
2.3.6 Positive home-to-work spillover (HEW) 
Studies examining positive spillover from home to work are sparse. Nevertheless, HEW 
has been found to show a mean weighted corrected correlation of ρ = .22 with job 
satisfaction. The higher the positive spillover from home to work was, the higher was job 
satisfaction. Findings concerning the relation between HWE and work performance are 
mixed. Bivariate correlations showed associations between work performance and HEW from 
.06 < r < .28 (Carlson et al., 2011; van Steenbergen et al., 2007) and some studies did not find 
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significant associations at all (Graves et al., 2007; Witt & Carlson, 2006). Examining the 
association of HEW and burnout risk revealed bivariate correlations of -.04 < p < -.19 (van 
Steenbergen et al., 2007), thus the higher levels of HEW were associated with a lower burnout 
risk. In addition to the work-related outcomes, HEW showed bivariate correlations of .12 < r 
< .24 and a mean weighted correlation of ρ = .22 with relationship satisfaction (McNall et al., 
2010; van Steenbergen et al., 2007). 
2.4 Gender differences in spillover research 
There is mixed evidence as to whether men and women report different levels of negative 
spillover (Eby et al., 2005). Two meta-analyses found that male employees tended to have 
slightly more WIH and female employees tended to have more HIW (Byron, 2005; McNall et 
al., 2010). Nevertheless, the meta-analysis of Byron (2005) concluded that overall, men and 
women reported similar levels of WIH and HIW. 
2.5 Research findings on crossover 
There are relatively few studies about the crossover process among dual-earner couples. 
Nevertheless, evidence shows that various sources of stress may transfer from one partner to 
the other, such as job demands (Bakker et al., 2008), burnout (Bakker & Schaufeli, 2000; 
Westman & Etzion, 1995), family stress (Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2005), marital 
dissatisfaction (Westman, Etzion, & Horovitz, 2004), and depression (Westman & Vinokur, 
1998). These crossover effects can also exceed the boundaries of a single domain. For 
example, women’s experienced strain at work crossed over to their partners’ reactions at 
home, and, vice versa, women’s affect at home showed a crossover effect on their partner’s 
work mood (Chan & Margolin, 1994). Currently, only a few studies detected crossover of 
positive experiences, such as life satisfaction, flow at work, and work engagement (Bakker et 
al., 2005; Demerouti et al., 2005; Prince et al., 2007). 
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Hammer and colleagues (1997) showed that crossover effects contributed significantly to 
the variance explained over and above the spillover effects, underlining the importance of 
interindividual transmission of stress within dyads. To capture a more comprehensive 
overview of the dynamics within couples in the work-home interface, it is important to 
expand the scope of spillover to include not only the transmission within an individual, but 
also within a couple.  
2.6 The role of dyadic coping in spillover processes 
A possible variable that may shield couples’ relationships from the negative consequences 
of stressors and enhance the positive synergies between the two domains is dyadic coping 
(e.g., Bodenmann, 2000, 2005). Research in the field of work-family psychology has shed 
some light on the direct and moderating role of social support of the partner on the 
interference between work and home. It is important to note that social support from the 
partner is conceptually not the same as dyadic coping. For example, common dyadic coping, 
which represents that coping is an interdependent process between the two members of a 
dyad, is not represented in classical social support conceptualizations (Bodenmann & Randall, 
2012; Bodenmann, 2005). Despite this fact, the two constructs will be summarized to dyadic 
coping, as no research about dyadic coping in the context of the actual conceptualization 
within work-family research could be found.  
Research has shown a domain-specificity of effects of coping. That is, dyadic coping 
primarily reduced HIW and support from supervisors primarily reduced WIH (Bellavia & 
Frone, 2005). Several empirical findings underline this effect. Thus, dyadic coping related 
negatively with HIW, showing mean weighted corrected correlations of -.16 < p < -.21 
(Byron, 2005; Ford et al., 2007; McNall et al., 2010; Michel et al., 2011). Cross-domain 
relations imply that dyadic coping could also weaken the association between stress and WIH. 
Accordingly, cross-domain effects were found, but their relations were weaker than for in-
domain support (Seiger & Wiese, 2009). Meta-analytic findings pointed out that dyadic 
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coping related negatively with WIH, showing mean weighted corrected correlations of -10 < p 
< -.11 (Byron, 2005; Ford et al., 2007; McNall et al., 2010; Michel et al., 2011). Furthermore, 
dyadic coping was positively related to WEH with r = .21 (Wadsworth & Owens, 2007). 
These direct associations provide support for a potential buffering effect of dyadic coping 
between stress and negative spillover (and, but rarely examined, for the enhancing effect of 
dyadic coping). The rationale for this relationship is that individuals who feel supported by 
their partner are less affected by stressors (shared stress) and, in turn, experience fewer 
negative spillover (Bodenmann, 2005; Cohen & Wills, 1985; van Daalen, Willemsen, & 
Sanders, 2006). Furthermore, from a COR perspective (Hobfoll, 1989; see chapter 2.2.2), 
dyadic coping provides resources which can be invested in dealing with stressors, thereby 
reducing negative spillover. Meta-analytic findings emphasize the possible moderation effect 
of dyadic coping. Support from family (not dyadic coping) buffered the effects of stress on 
experienced strain. Overall, dyadic coping can have direct as well as buffering effects on the 
relation between stress and spillover (Viswesvaran, Sanchez, & Fisher, 1999). 
 
3. Interventions Balancing and Enhancing Work and Home Outcomes 
Literature provides evidence that work and home can interfere or enrich each other (see 
chapter 2). Mismatching demands or conflicting responsibilities between work and home 
roles can be disadvantageous for both employees and employers, but also for intimate partners 
or relationships. Some couples may need help to juggle the dual demands of both domains. 
Nevertheless, tailored programs targeting the issue of work-family balance that acknowledge 
the challenges faced by employees in undertaking the dual responsibilities of work and home 
are rare. Likewise, research in the field of interventions dealing with spillover is in fledgling 
stages, and published literature on organizational interventions to improve work-life balance 
is sparse (Brough & O’Driscoll, 2010; Nielsen, Taris, & Cox, 2010). Nevertheless, meta-
analytic findings provide evidence that employers can effectively reduce the experience of 
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work-home interference among their employees (Byron, 2005). This section provides a - 
rather short - overview of empirical findings on interventional approaches that reported to 
affect spillover processes. It has to be noted that the aim of this section is not to provide a 
systematic overview of intervention theory and research, but rather to illustrate the scope of 
interventions addressing work-home management. 
3.1 Individual-based work-home interventions 
Workplace interventions on work-home balance fall into four main groups. A first group 
of interventions addresses time management, such as flextime or telecommuting (ten 
Brummelhuis & van der Lippe, 2010). It is widely accepted that numbers of hours worked 
and inflexible work schedules are associated with conflicts between the home and work 
domain (e.g., Pleck et al., 1980). Meta-analytic finding of intervention studies targeting time 
management revealed that compressed working weeks and flexible work schedules appear to 
be beneficial for enhancing work-home balance (Brough & O’Driscoll, 2010) and are 
positively related to job satisfaction (Baltes, Briggs, Huff, Wright, & Neuman, 1999), which 
is in accordance with the enrichment approach (e.g., Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). However, it 
has been noted that the mere availability of flexible work options may not help employees 
manage work and home responsibilities unless the culture and norms of the organization 
reflect openness to alternative work structures (Allen, 2001). A second group of studies 
evaluates the effects of job redesign (e.g., enhancing job autonomy). Meta-analytic findings 
show beneficial effect of job redesign on work related outcomes, such as job satisfaction 
(Allen, 2001; Kossek & Ozeki, 1998). Moreover, an interventional design targeting flexibility 
at work showed positive intervention effects by decreased negative spillover and improved 
work-home fit over a 6-month period (Moen, Kelly, Tranby, & Huang, 2011). A third group 
of studies on interventions on the work-home interface investigates the embedding of work-
life balance within organizational culture. Creating a family-friendly culture includes, for 
example, adapting traditional gender norms of work and home responsibilities and the 
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revaluation of attitudes towards part-time employment (Brough & O’Driscoll, 2010). 
Research findings have shown positive associations between enhanced organizational work-
family culture and job satisfaction (Allen, 2001) or work performance (ten Brummelhuis & 
van der Lippe, 2010). However, these findings are not based on intervention studies, as the 
results rely on correlation studies which do not underlie a proper intervention design (e.g., 
lack of control group, no random assignment). Lastly, a group of studies focused on 
interventions fostering supervisor support. Supportive behavior can include discussion about 
non-work-related problems (e.g., with home demands) or showing understanding for the 
employee’s private and family life (Halbesleben, 2006; Lapierre & Allen, 2006). Meta-
analytic findings showed that supportive supervisors were positively associated with reducing 
negative spillover (Eby et al., 2005). A recent intervention study examining the impact of 
supervisor training designed to increase supervisors’ use of family-supportive behaviors 
showed positive training effects on employees’ job satisfaction and work performance. This 
association was moderated by the level of perceived negative spillover from home to work, as 
the effects were especially positive for employees with high initial home-to-work conflict 
(Hammer, Kossek, Anger, Bodner, & Zimmerman, 2011). Overall, findings suggest that 
worksite interventions, such as supportive supervisor behavior, can be beneficial in reducing 
distress due to negative spillover for employees (Byron, 2005). 
3.2 Work-home interventions for couples 
The above reviewed interventions lack to include the intimate partner, maybe the most 
important source of social support (Bodenmann, 2005) and buffer against negative spillover. 
The call to turn away from individual-level stress interventions has so far been mostly 
overheard (Brough & O’Driscoll, 2010). Only one intervention focusing on preventing 
distress associated with negative spillover in dual-earner couples could be found (Kushnir, 
Malkinson, & Kasan, 1996). This is astonishing given the outrageous number of studies 
showing the detrimental effects of work-home conflicts on individuals and couples, which can 
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have consequences for the overall performance of a company (e.g. increased burnout risk, 
decrease individual work performance). 
Among the few work-home intervention studies that have been conducted with couples, 
two main streams can be distinguished. First, interventional approaches specially tailored for 
the need of working parents (Workplace Tripe-P; Hartung & Hahlweg, 2011; Martin & 
Sanders, 2003; Sanders, Stallman, & McHale, 2011) and second, interventions for (dual-
earner) couples (with or without children). As this thesis does not focus on parents, the latter 
intervention approaches will be presented. 
Work-family intervention. The work-family intervention (Kushnir et al., 1996) is an 
universal prevention approach, open for all dual-earner couples dealing with the dual roles of 
work and home. It is based on a cognitive-behavioral approach and assessed in a group 
setting. It aims to reinforce individual and dyadic coping strategies to prevent negative 
outcomes due to negative spillover processes. Three interpersonal factors are targeted: Social 
undermining (as opposite to social support), shared decision control, and social support. The 
latter focuses on reducing stressors and their negative outcomes. No empirical testing or 
practical implication of Kushnir et al.’s (1996) intervention could be found. 
The study of existing literature on couples’ interventions revealed two programs whose 
efficacy is tested on working couples: The Prevention and Relationship Education Program 
(PREP; Markman, Stanley, & Blumberg, 2010) and the Couples Coping Enhancement 
Training (CCET; Bodenmann & Shantinath, 2004). Both programs do not especially target 
the hindrance of negative spillover or the enhancement of positive spillover. However, these 
interventions might serve indirectly towards a better work-home balance, as they support 
couples in dealing with stress, which in turn can positively affect the work and home domain. 
This assumption is based upon the conflict theory (Frone et al., 1992; Greenhaus & Beutell, 
1985), as relationship stressors can negatively impact work performance (e.g., Sandberg et al., 
2013), and also based upon enrichment theory (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006), as increased 
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marital satisfaction has been found to be longitudinally associated with increased job 
satisfaction (Rogers & May, 2003). 
Prevention and Relationship Education Program. The PREP, focusing on reducing 
risks (e.g., by teaching communication skills) and increasing protective factors (e.g., 
enhancing commitment) in close relationships, has been tested in the U.S. army. Results 
showed an improvement in marital functioning (e.g., Stanley et al., 2005) and revealed a 
decrease in negative spillover from work to home (Stanley et al., 2005). No information about 
the occupational status of the partner of the active duty partner was given, which limits 
generalization of these findings for dual-earner couples. 
Couples Coping Enhancement Training. Dyadic coping with daily hassles is a major 
component of the CCET. Schaer and colleagues (Schaer, Bodenmann, & Klink, 2008) tested 
the efficacy of the CCET in the workplace and found a decrease in burnout risk compared to 
an individual-focused intervention and a control group. About two third of the couples in this 
sample were dual-earners. This finding reveals that couple education can significantly 
contribute to a better work-home fit. Therefore, the CCET will be further described and its 
efficacy for positive home-to-work spillover will be tested within this thesis (see chapter 5). 
The CCET includes four main units (see Table 1): a) information about stress and its 
impacts on couples' life, (b) enhancement of dyadic coping, (c) improvement of dyadic 
communication, and (d) improvement of problem solving skills. Usually, the CCET lasts 15 
hours and is provided as a week-end course (standard format). With a ratio of one provider 
per two couples an intensive supervision of exercises and role-plays is given. Furthermore, 
self-diagnostics and video demonstrations complete theoretical inputs. In order to assure 
treatment fidelity across different providers, latter receive 30 hours of training and 20 hours of 
group supervision before they are allowed to deliver the program. The CCET can be provided 
as universal prevention program which is open to all couples interested in participating, or in 
the framework of indicated prevention, helping distressed couples to enhance their 
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relationships. For a more detailed overview of the CCET, see Bodenmann and Shantinath 
(2004). 
 
Table 1 Units of the CCET (adapted from Bodenmann and Shantinath, 2004) 
Units of the CCET (adapted from Bodenmann and Shantinath, 2004) 
Module   Goals 
Knowledge 
about stress and 
coping 
 
* Improve understanding of stress 
 
* Discriminate between different kinds of stress 
 
* Learn that stress is a consequence of cognitive appraisals 
and that emotions are shaped by these 
appraisals 
Enhancement of 
dyadic coping  
* Increase understanding of partner's stress 
 
* Enhance stress-related communication 
 
* Improve dyadic coping skills 
   Improvement 
of marital 
communication 
 
* Improve speaking and listening skills 
 
* Detect inadequate communication behavior and learn to 
overcome inadequacies 
  Improvement of 
problemsolving 
skills 
  
* Strenghten the couple's mutual problem-solving skills 
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EMPIRICAL STUDIES 
Overall, the study of existing research in the area of work-family psychology yields 
several gaps. Most importantly, dyadic approaches in examining spillover processes have 
been rarely applied and longitudinal studies about the time effects of spillover are sparse. 
Moreover, no study was found that empirically tested an interventional approach especially 
focusing on the work-home interface addressing dual-earner couples could be found. Section 
4 and 5 aim to fill these gaps by presenting empirical studies about the spillover of stress and 
dyadic coping in dual-earner couples. 
4. Stress Spillover and Dyadic Coping in Dual-Earner Couples – (Long 
Term) Impact on Close Relationships and Work Outcomes 
This section presents two empirical studies about antecedents of spillover and dyadic 
coping as a buffering mechanism within spillover processes. The first paper presents the 
results of a longitudinal study investigating the spillover of stress from outside close 
relationships into dyads and its effect on relationship satisfaction for both members of a 
couple. The second study examined spillover from stress of various sources (work stress, 
daily hassles, and relationship stress) on work performance of dual-earner couples, thus 
accounting for inter- and cross-domain spillover. In both studies, the role of dyadic coping 
within spillover processes was investigated. 
4.1  The buffering impact of dyadic coping on the association between everyday stress and 
relationship satisfaction (Study 1)
3
 
                                                 
3
 Paper by Corina A. Merz, Nathalie Meuwly, Ashley K. Randall and Guy Bodenmann. This study was 
supported by research grants 100013-115948/1 and 100014-115948 from the Swiss National Science 
Foundation. Submitted to Family Science. 
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Engaging in dyadic coping: Buffering the impact of everyday stress on prospective 
relationship satisfaction 
Abstract 
Stress within one’s relationship – internal stress - can have detrimental effects on the 
longevity and well-being of the relationship. There is a dearth of literature, however, that 
examines how chronic stress outside the relationship – external stress – impacts relationship 
well-being. External stress has the ability to spillover into the relationship causing internal 
stress; making stress a dyadic versus individualistic phenomenon. Using data from 131 
couples, we examined whether internal stress may mediate the association between external 
stress and relationship satisfaction, and how dyadic coping may moderate this relationship 
within one year. Dyadic coping was found to decrease the impact of chronic external stress on 
chronic internal stress, particularly in women. Women who reported higher dyadic coping 
skills had a higher relationship satisfaction which influenced also their partner’s relationship 
satisfaction in a positive way. Implications for relationship researchers are discussed. 
Introduction 
In Western Europe, almost 50% of all marriages end in separation or divorce 
(Eurostat, 2007). In a national wide European study, everyday stressors were one of the main 
reasons for divorce (Bodenmann, Charvoz, et al., 2007). There is growing empirical evidence 
that suggests stress (i.e., daily hassles) has a detrimental effect on the development, 
maintenance, and stability of close relationships, which can ultimately lead to divorce  
(Karney et al., 2005; Neff & Broady, 2011; Neff & Karney, 2004, 2009). Despite relationship 
satisfaction being essential in the longevity of close relationships, satisfaction alone cannot 
buffer against the deleterious effects stress can have (e.g. Whisman, Beach, & Snyder, 2008).  
Therefore, it is important to look at other factors, such as coping, that could prevent the 
deleterious effects that stress has one’s relationship and well-being. 
Stress in the early years of close relationships 
4 Stress Spillover and Dyadic Coping in Dual-Earner Couples 
31 
The first years of one’s relationship are especially important in the development of 
closeness, and communication skills that can buffer the effects of stress on relationship 
satisfaction (Bodenmann, 1995a; Markman, Rhoades, Stanley, Ragan, & Whitton, 2010). 
Nevertheless, changes in couples’ relationship satisfaction are inevitable, irrespective of the 
couples initial satisfaction (Kurdek, 1999). The change in relationship satisfaction is most 
evident in the first years of the relationship (e.g., Lavner & Bradbury, 2010). One explanation 
for this decline could be psychological distress, which occurs when  stress is poorly handled 
(Kurdek, 1999). Inevitably every relationship faces stressful events, whether this is moving 
into a new home, or having a child (Bodenmann, 1995a; Markman, Rhoades, et al., 2010); 
however, it is important to consider the severity and origin of the stressor in predicting future 
relationship quality. 
Severity of stressors: Acute vs. chronic. The severity of a stressor can vary; lasting a 
short period or extending over a longer period (Randall & Bodenmann, 2009). Take for 
example a stressful conversation with one’s in-laws. This would be considered an acute 
stressor as it is suggested the stress from this situation would only last for a few hours.  
However, if an acute stressor continues to occur, it can become a chronic stressor. 
Origin of stress: External vs. internal. Stressors can originate outside the 
relationships, such as having a bad day at work – external stressor. Conversely, stressors can 
originate within the relationship, such as having a disagreement with one’s partner about 
goals – internal stressors. This differentiationof external and internal stressors is extremely 
important in understanding how different types of stress impact relationship well-being. 
Stress spillover: When external stress becomes internal. Many researchers have 
shown that external stress can spillover into the relationship.  This stress spillover has been 
associated with negative effects on marital communication and quality (e.g., Bodenmann, 
Ledermann, et al., 2007; Neff & Karney, 2004; R. L. Repetti, 1989). Thus, a significant 
spillover process from outside stress into the relationship could explain the detrimental effect 
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of couple external stress on romantic relationships over time (Brock & Lawrence, 2008; 
Karney et al., 2005; Neff & Karney, 2007, 2009). While stressors are inevitable, it is 
important that couples learn to cope with these stressors as a preventative measure of marital 
decline (Neff & Karney, 2004). 
Buffering the negative effects of stress: Effects of dyadic coping 
One way that partners can prevent the deleterious effects of stress on their relationship 
is by learning to cope with the stressor together  (dyadic coping; Bodenmann, 1995). There is 
growing evidence that dyadic coping may buffer the detrimental effect of internal stress on 
relationship functioning (e.g., Brock & Lawrence, 2008; Neff & Broady, 2011). 
Brock and Lawrence (2008) reported womens marital satisfaction was negatively associated 
with women’s and men’s stress level and this effect was buffered by supportive dyadic coping 
of men. As Neff and Broady (2011) suggest, effective problem-solving behaviors of partners 
(which are an important part of dyadic coping) may buffer the spillover of external stress into 
the relationship. Particularly if couples experience stress early in their relationship, they are 
exposed to situations in which they have to deal with stress; thus, these couples gain 
experience in how to cope with stress early on in their relationship. 
Research has yet to  clearly differentiate between the severity (acute vs. chronic) and 
origin (internal vs. external) of stressors in close relationships, and what impact these specific 
stressors have on relationship well-being. In previous research, external and internal stressors 
were often confounded. This lack of distinction could explain why in previous research some 
moderating effects did not turn significant (Randall & Bodenmann, 2009), because dyadic 
coping mainly buffers stress origination outside the couple from spilling over. Therefore, we 
aim to examine the different typologies of stressors, and specifically test the moderating 
effects dyadic coping, as a protective buffer against the long-term effects of stress. 
Furthermore, research on moderating effects of dyadic coping within the stress-satisfaction 
trajectory is only in the beginning and so far did not get enough attention since the late 90s. 
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As dyadic coping is one of the main mechanisms for relationship stability (e.g., Cutrona, 
Russell, & Gardner, 2005), the fostering of positive dyadic coping skills could be beneficial 
for stress and divorce prevention in couples therapy. 
Present Study 
The current study builds on existent research on stress in couples (Bodenmann, 
Ledermann, et al., 2007), and examines the moderating effects dyadic coping may have on 
relationship satisfaction within the first years of one’s relationship. As change is inevitable 
within the first years of one’s relationship (e.g., Lavner & Bradbury, 2010) we try to focus on 
this time span by examining the level of stress couples endure and how this affects their 
relationship satisfaction. Specifically, we examine the impact of external and internal stress 
on relationship satisfaction with a longitudinal design to evaluate the moderating effects of 
dyadic coping on prospective relationship satisfaction. We hypothesize: 
H1: Chronic external stress will be positively associated with chronic internal stress, 
which in turn will decrease couple’s prospective relationship satisfaction. This is in 
accordance with prior literature that has shown that stress from outside the couple can have a 
negative impact on relationship well-being (e.g., Karney et al., 2005; Neff & Karney, 2007). 
H2: The association between chronic external and internal stress will be buffered by 
dyadic coping according to the systemic-transactional model of dyadic coping (STM), 
(Bodenmann, 1995a). Simply stated, there will be less spillover of external stress to internal 
stress for couple’s reporting high dyadic coping. 
Method 
Participants 
Participants were recruited from flyers, internet platforms, and newspaper articles 
placed in local papers. Interested couples were screened to make sure that they met the study 
criterion. Eligible couples were (1) between 20 and 45 years of age and (2) exclusively dating 
for at least one year. Our sample included 131 heterosexual couples from the German-
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speaking part of Switzerland. The mean of women was 26.5 years (SD = 5.6) and, 28.6 years 
(SD = 6.3) for men. Approximately 22.1% of the sample was married. Couples were in a 
relationship from one to 25 years (M=4.6 years; SD = 3.9 years). The majority of the 
participants earned a high school degree (women: 55.7%; men; 48.8%) or a university degree 
(women: 42%; men: 51.1%). Approximately 13.4% of the couples were parents. 
Procedures 
There were two parts of this study. First, eligible couples were instructed to come into 
the laboratory to fill out a questionnaire. The first self-report assessment (T1) included a set of 
demographic questions related to stress, dyadic coping and neuroticism. The second self-
report assessment (T2) was completed at home, and included a measure of relationship 
satisfaction. 
Measure 
Multidimensional Stress Questionnaire for Couples. To measure chronic stress, we 
used the Multidimensional Stress Questionnaire (MSQ-P, Bodenmann, Schär, & Gmelch, 
2008a). Each partner was instructed to rate how stressful different areas of their life was rated 
on a 4-point likert-scale (1 = not at all stressful, 4 = very stressful). External stress (e.g., stress 
due to work or leisure time) was measured with eight items (Cronbach’s α = .66). Internal 
stress (e.g., conflicts with the partner, different goals) was measured with 10 items 
(Cronbach’s α = .82). 
Dyadic coping of partner. We used the subscale Dyadic Coping of Partner (DCI-P) 
of the Dyadic coping Inventory (DCI; Bodenmann, 2008). This subscale represents the 
partner’s perception of his or her partners support and coping, (e.g. “My partner expresses 
that he is on my side”), and stress communication (e.g. “My partner tells me openly how he 
feels”). Items were answered on a 5-point scale (1 = never, 5 = very often). Cronbach’s α 
=.83. 
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Neuroticism. Prior research has shown that self-report data can be influenced by 
participants’ emotional instability, especially when evaluating relationship satisfaction  
(Karney & Bradbury, 1997). To reduce the bias, we included neuroticism as a control variable 
using the neuroticism subscale of the NEO-FFI (Costa & McCrae, 1992). All items were rated 
on a 5-point scale (-2= strongly disagree, 2 = strongly agree) and reached high internal 
consistency (Cronbach’s α = .80). 
Relationship satisfaction. Relationship satisfaction was assessed with the 
Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS; Hendrick, 1988). We used a 5-point scale (Range 1 to 
5) with higher scores indicating higher relationship satisfaction. The scale was internal 
consistent (Cronbach’s α = .84). 
Statistical analysis 
In order to account for the interdependence of our dyadic data, we used the Actor-
Partner Interdependence Model (APIM) (e.g., Kenny, 1996). The APIM includes actor and 
partner effects. Actor effects are associations of variables within one partner, signifying 
spillover effects (e.g. prediction of partner A’s relationship satisfaction by partner A’s 
external stress level), whereas partner effects, otherwise known as crossover effects, are 
associations between variables of two different partners (e.g. prediction of partner A’s 
relationship satisfaction by the external stress level of partner B). In our models, we integrated 
actor effects for all study variables, displayed in Figure 1. 
Model 1. In order to test H1, we extended the APIM (described above) to test whether 
the association between chronic external stress and relationship satisfaction one year later is 
mediated by chronic internal stress. To test whether mediation existed or not, we tested 
indirect effects. Indirect effects represent the effect of the independent variables (chronic 
external stress) on the dependent variables (relationship satisfaction) for paths that do not 
directly connect the two variables, and are therefore mediated by the third variable (chronic 
internal stress). As an example, women’s chronic external stress can affect men’s relationship 
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satisfaction (1) by increasing women’s chronic internal stress what in turn decreases men’s 
relationship satisfaction (a * g) or (2) women’s chronic external stress could also increase 
men’s internal stress what in turn decreases men’s relationship satisfaction (c * f). Complete 
mediation can be found if the association between the independent and the dependent variable 
turns nonsignificant after taking the mediator into the model, whereas when this association 
still is significant, we find partial mediation (Baron & Kenny, 1986). 
Model 2. In order to test Hypothesis 2, we entered dyadic coping as a moderator into 
the model. The association between chronic external and internal stress is expected to be 
buffered by dyadic coping (path a and b for actor effects and path c and d for partner effects, 
see Figure 1). In addition, dyadic coping may buffer the direct effect of chronic external stress 
on relationship satisfaction (path i and j, see Figure 1). Support for our hypothesis would 
mean that the level of dyadic coping has an impact on how strong chronic external stress is 
associated to chronic internal stress. For example when dyadic coping is high, even high 
levels of chronic external stress can be buffered, and do not lead to the same level of chronic 
internal stress as when dyadic coping was not considered. To avoid multicollinearity, all the 
independent variables were centered before creating the interaction terms (Aiken & West, 
1991). 
As mentioned above, we controlled for neuroticism. To keep the model more 
parsimonious, this was performed by estimating linear regressions with neuroticism as single 
predictor of each of the variables in the model. We saved the unstandardized residuals of 
these simple linear regressions and applied those values for further analyses. We controlled 
for actor effects of neuroticism. Both models were estimated with maximum likelihood and 
bootstrap estimation (500 samples) performed on Mplus. 
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Results 
Descriptives 
Table 2 reports means, standard deviations and correlations of all study variables. Both 
chronic external and chronic internal stress correlated negatively with relationship satisfaction 
after one year. In accordance with the STM (Bodenmann, 1995a), dyadic coping was 
positively correlated with relationship satisfaction for both women (r =.38, p < .01) and men 
(r = .32, p < .01). The more positive the dyadic coping was experienced by a participant, the 
more satisfied the partner was. 
Model 1: Predicting prospective relationship satisfaction 
Model 1 fit the data well (χ = .23, df = 2, CFI = .89 and RMSEA = .00) (for criteria, 
see Hu & Bentler, 1999). Higher levels of chronic external stress were associated with higher 
levels of chronic internal stress (actor effects; women: β = .19, p = .02; men: β = .51, p = .00). 
Moreover, men’s chronic external stress was associated with higher levels of women’s 
chronic internal stress (β = .20, p = .02), but women’s chronic external stress was not 
significantly associated with men’s internal stress (β = .09, ns). As predicted, one’s own 
chronic internal stress and relationship satisfaction one year later were significantly associated 
(see Table 3; women: β = -.63, p = .00; men: β= -.49, p = .00); thus the more chronic internal 
stress the partners experienced, the lower was their own relationship satisfaction one year 
later. Partners’ own chronic internal stress is a stronger predictor of their own relationship 
satisfaction after one year compared to their partner’s report of chronic internal stress 
(nonsignificant partner effects). 
To test the mediating effect of chronic internal stress on the association between 
chronic external stress and relationship satisfaction, we examined the indirect effects between 
our variables (see Table 4). We found both indirect actor effects (women: β = -.12, p = .05; 
men: β = -.25, p = .00) to be significant. Furthermore, the partner effect of men’s chronic 
internal stress on women’s relationship satisfaction mediated by women’s chronic internal 
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stress turned out to be significant (β = -.13, p = .05). All three paths showed a negative 
indirect effect of chronic external stress on relationship satisfaction one year later. While for 
men their relationship satisfaction was only affected by their own stressors, women’s 
relationship satisfaction after one year was also negatively influenced by their partner’s level 
of external stress. As seen in Table 3, there is a significant direct actor effect between 
women’s chronic external stress and relationship satisfaction one year later (β = .21, p = .03). 
This means that we found a partial but not a complete mediation. 
Model 2: Dyadic coping as a moderator 
The model fit the data well (χ = .37, df = 2, CFI = 1.0, RMSEA = .000). Including 
dyadic coping as a moderator significantly increased explained variance of relationship 
satisfaction compared to Model 1 (see Table 3). We found a significant negative direct effect 
of dyadic coping on chronic internal stress (all actor- and partner effects were significant; see 
Table 3). Specifically, those that reported having partners with good dyadic coping skills 
reported less internal stress. Independent of these associations, we found a significant main 
effect of dyadic coping on women’s relationship satisfaction (β = .01, p = .05). This result 
indicates a positive influence of dyadic coping and by trend (β = .01, p = .07) for men even 
one year after its evaluation. Furthermore, we found a tendency of a moderation effect of 
men’s chronic external stress on women’s chronic internal stress buffered by men’s 
evaluation of their partners dyadic coping (β = -.02, p = .08). This suggests the important role 
dyadic coping can have in moderating couple’s internal stress and relationship satisfaction. 
Discussion 
We examined the impact of external and internal stress on relationship satisfaction 
with a longitudinal design and evaluated the moderating effects of dyadic coping, which has 
previously been shown to have positive relationship outcomes for couples dealing with stress 
(e.g., Bodenmann, 1995a; Brock & Lawrence, 2008). 
Effects of external stress on relationship satisfaction mediated by internal stress 
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We hypothesized that chronic external stress would have an impact on relationship 
satisfaction within one year, mediated by chronic internal stress (replication of the studies by 
Bodenmann, Ledermann, et al., 2007; Karney et al., 2005; Neff & Karney, 2007). This 
hypothesis was partially supported; a partial mediation effect for women and a complete 
mediation effect for men was found. As expected, chronic external stress was associated with 
higher chronic internal stress, which in turn was associated with lower relationship 
satisfaction after one year. Our findings are in accord with previous empirical studies showing 
the detrimental impact of stress on relationship satisfaction (e.g., Karney et al., 2005; Neff & 
Karney, 2004). Furthermore, our analysis shows that stress has a long-term effect on 
relationship satisfaction (one year follow-up), which provides further evidence that stress has 
a detrimental effect on the course of one’s relationship. 
Moderating effects of dyadic coping 
There is growing evidence that dyadic coping has an important buffering role between 
stressors and relationship outcomes  (e.g., Brock & Lawrence, 2008; Neff & Broady, 2011). 
Our results show that dyadic coping was negatively associated with chronic internal stress (all 
effects were significant) and positively with relationship satisfaction (only actor effect for 
women and partner effect for men were significant), which replicates prior findings (see 
Bodenmann, Ledermann, et al., 2007). Thus, successful dyadic coping of both partners 
lowered chronic internal stress. Additionally, women who reported better dyadic coping were 
also more satisfied in their relationship, and also had partners who were more satisfied. 
Therefore, although the effect of dyadic coping seemed to affect women more directly than 
men, it had a positive effect on both genders. 
We also found a significant increase in the amount of explained variance of 
relationship satisfaction of women that was due to the integration of our moderator in Model 
2, showing the meaningfulness of the consideration of dyadic coping. Furthermore, we found 
a significant interaction effect between men’s chronic external stress and dyadic coping rated 
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by women on women’s chronic internal stress. This interaction effect showed that women 
who reported high dyadic coping reported less chronic internal stress even if their partner 
brought a high chronic external stress level into the relationship. This could suggest that in 
highly stressed couples, dyadic coping plays an important role as protective factor of the 
stress that comes from outside of the dyad. As this was the first analysis of the moderating 
role of dyadic coping between chronic external and chronic internal stress, further analysis is 
needed. It is important to note that the own stress level may be more detrimental for 
relationship satisfaction, than partner’s level of stress. This suggests that spillover effects are 
more influential than crossover effects. Thus, after controlling for actor effects there is not 
much variance left to be explained by partner effects. After all, these findings partially 
support our hypothesis 2 that dyadic coping acts as a buffer between external stress and 
relationship functioning. 
Limitations & Future Directions 
Despite our significant results, our study is not without limitations. First, we assessed 
levels of chronic external and internal stress simultaneously, therefore causal inferences 
cannot be assumed. Second, by assessing relationship satisfaction one year after assessing the 
stressors we introduced a time line into the data; causal statements about the prediction of 
relationship satisfaction by chronic stressors were possible. Third, our sample was relatively 
high on relationship satisfaction, which is common in relationship research (e.g., see studies 
by Lavner & Bradbury, 2010; Brock & Lawrence, 2008). We also excluded couples that 
separated from T1 to T2. This could be critical to our analysis, because separated couples may 
be those who were not able to cope with stress. Therefore, we suggest that future research 
focus on more heterogeneous couples (i.e. differential levels of distress) in predicting the 
effects of stress on relationship satisfaction. 
Despite these limitations, our results add to current knowledge on stress and 
relationship functioning. Specifically, our data suggests that dyadic coping buffers the effect 
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from external stress spilling over into the relationship. These results suggest the importance of 
clearly distinguishing between different types of stressors. Importantly, stress spillover should 
further be examined within longitudinal designs to investigate causal effects of chronic 
stressors on relationship well-being. We suggest focusing on couple’s dyadic coping skills 
helps to understand why some couples thrive and others struggle under the influence of 
inevitable everyday stressors.  
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Table 2 Study 1: Descriptives and correlations 
Descriptives and correlations 
 
Decriptives 
   
Bivariate Correlations 
 
Women 
 
Men 
         Variables M SD 
 
M SD 
 
t 
  
1 2 3 4 5 
1 Relationship satisfaction 4.49 .48 
 
4.42 .45 
 
-1.22 
  
.50** -.48** -.12 .38** -.26** 
2 Chronic internal stress 1.59 .36 
 
1.59 .42 
 
.11 
 
-.51** .50** .37** -.45** .31** 
3 Chronic external stress 1.84 .41 
 
1.72 .38 
 
-2.52* 
  
-.24** .51** .31** -.29** .51** 
4 Dyadic coping of partner 58.31 7.07 
 
59.86 6.46 
 
1.86 
  
.32** -.34** -.15 .29** -.26** 
5 Neuroticism -.54 .59 
 
-.79 .54 
 
-3.55*** 
  
-.21* .22* .35** -.20* -.02 
 
Note. Correlations above the diagonal are women’s; under the diagonal are men's. Correlations between women and men are printed in bold. 
* p< .05 ** p<.01 *** p< .001 
 
4 Stress Spillover and Dyadic Coping in Dual-Earner Couples 
43 
Table 3 Study 1: Unstandardized maximum likelihood estimates for model 1 and 2 
Unstandardized maximum likelihood estimates for model 1 and 2 
path Model 1 Model 2 
Source 
 
β β 
chronic external stress → chronic internal stress 
   
Women → women a .19** .13† 
Men → men b .51*** .51*** 
Women → men c .09 .03 
Men → women d .20** .20** 
chronic internal stress → relationship satisfaction 
   
Women → women e -.63*** -.52*** 
Men → men f -.49*** -.42*** 
Women → men g -.15 -.06 
Men → women h -.03 .03 
chronic external stress → relationship satisfaction 
   
Women → women i .21** .22* 
Men → men j .08 .06 
partner's dyadic coping → chronic internal stress 
   
Women → women 
 
- -.01*** 
Men → men 
 
- -.01** 
Women → men 
 
- -.02*** 
Men → women 
 
- -.01** 
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Model 1 Model 2 
Source 
 
β β 
partner's dyadic coping → relationship satisfaction 
   
Women → women 
 
- .01* 
Men → men 
 
- .01 
Women → men 
 
- .01† 
Men → women 
 
- .01 
(partner's dyadic coping * chronic external stress) → chronic internal stress 
Women → women 
 
- .00 
Men → men 
 
- -.02 
Women → men 
 
- .00 
Men → women 
 
- -.02† 
(partner's dyadic coping * chronic external stress)  → relationship satisfaction 
 
Women → women 
 
- .01 
Men → men 
 
- .00 
Explained variance 
   
R
2
 chronic internal stress women (%) 
 
11 29 
R
2
 chronic internal stress men (%) 
 
23 37 
R
2
 relationship satisfaction women (%) 
 
21 25 
R
2
 relationship satisfaction men (%) 
 
25 29 
 
Note: Presented are standardized maximum likelihood estimates. Paths refer to Figure 1. 
† p <.10 * p < .05 ** p <.01 *** p < .001 
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Table 4 Study 1: Indirect effects: Chronic internal stress mediating the association of chronic external stress and relationship satisfaction 
Indirect effects: Chronic internal stress mediating the association of chronic external stress and relationship satisfaction 
Effect IE SE p (two tailed) 95% CI 
Model 1 (df = 2) 
    
 
chronic external stressw → chronic internal stressw → relationship satisfactionw -.12 .06 .05 [-.24, -.01] 
 
chronic external stressw → chronic internal stressw → relationship satisfactionm -.03 .02 .23 [-.12, .02] 
 
chronic external stressw → chronic internal stressm → relationship satisfactionw -.01 .02 .86 [-.10, .04] 
 
chronic external stressw → chronic internal stressm → relationship satisfactionm -.05 .05 .35 [-.17, .08] 
 
chronic external stressm → chronic internal stressm → relationship satisfactionm -.25 .06 .00 [-.43, -.10] 
 
chronic external stressm → chronic internal stressm → relationship satisfactionw -.02 .06 .77 [-.14, .16] 
 
chronic external stressm → chronic internal stressw → relationship satisfactionm -.03 .03 .23 [-.14, .02] 
 
chronic external stressm → chronic internal stressw → relationship satisfactionw -.13 .06 .05 [-.35, -.01] 
     
(continued) 
      
      
      
      Effect IE SE p (two tailed) 95% CI 
Model 2 (df = 2) 
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chronic external stressw → chronic internal stressw → relationship satisfactionw -.05 .04 .16 [-.14, .04] 
 
chronic external stressw → chronic internal stressw → relationship satisfactionm -.01 .01 .67 [-.04, .03] 
 
chronic external stressw → chronic internal stressm → relationship satisfactionw .01 .01 .92 [-.02, .02] 
 
chronic external stressw → chronic internal stressm → relationship satisfactionm -.01 .03 .71 [-.09, .07] 
 
chronic external stressm → chronic internal stressm → relationship satisfactionm -.18 .06 .01 [-.34, -.01] 
 
chronic external stressm → chronic internal stressm → relationship satisfactionw .01 .04 .76 [-.10, .13] 
 
chronic external stressm → chronic internal stressw → relationship satisfactionm -.01 .02 .63 [-.06, .03] 
 
chronic external stressm → chronic internal stressw → relationship satisfactionw -.08 .04 .03 [-.18, -.01] 
Note. Presented are unstandardized maximum likelihood estimates. The effect of neuroticism (actor effects) was partialed out form all 
variables in the model. Model 2: The represented indirect effects reflect the influences of chronic external stress on relationship satisfaction if the 
moderator variables (dyadic coping) take the value zero. IE = Indirect effect; w = women; m = men. 
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.  
Figure 3.Study  1: Actor-Partner Interdependence Model Actor-Partner Interdependence Model with chronic external stress (ES) as independent, 
chronic internal stress (IS) as mediator and relationship satisfaction (RS) as dependent variables (full line, representing Model 1) and dyadic 
coping of the partner (DC-P) as moderators (broken line, representing Model 2). a – j represent paths, E1 and E2 represent residuals. Significant 
unstandardized maximum likelihood estimates are presented (first value for Model 1, second value for Model 2). 
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4.2 The impact of stress on work performance and the buffering mechanism of individual 
and dyadic coping in dual-earner couples (Study 2)
4
 
Stress and work performance in dual-earner couples: Examining the impact of 
work-, everyday and relationship stressors on work performance and the buffering 
mechanism of individual and dyadic coping  
 
Abstract 
Objective: This study aims to examine the spillover and crossover effects of stress on 
work performance. We distinguished between different sources (work stressors, daily hassles 
and relationship stressors) and different durations (acute vs. chronic) of stressors, that dual-
earner couples can face in everyday life. Furthermore, the stress buffering role of individual 
and dyadic coping skills on the association between stress and work performance was tested. 
Method: N = 60 dual-earner couples performed a standardized attention task and filled out 
questionnaires on stress and coping. Results: Actor-Partner-Interdependence Models (APIM; 
e.g., Kenny, 1996) showed negative associations (spillover effects) between all sources of 
stressors and attention performance. Individual and dyadic coping were both effectively 
buffering work-related stress on attention performance. Conclusion: Results highlight the 
importance of stressors from the non-work environment for employees work performance. 
Implications for including these results into effective interventions for dual-earner couples are 
discussed.   
Introduction 
The work, leisure and home domain are closely interconnected and Pleck (1977) 
claimed the boundaries of work and family life to be permeable. Spillover theory suggests that 
a person’s work experiences can carry over into the home and vice-versa that home 
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4 Stress Spillover and Dyadic Coping in Dual-Earner Couples 
49 
experiences can influence an individual’s performance at work (Crouter, 1984). Research 
primarily focused on how strain experienced in the work domain can interfere with the non-
work domain, for example leading to lower satisfaction at home (Eby et al., 2005). Little is 
known about the effects from non-work related domains to work (Voydanoff, 2005). But there 
is empirical evidence that strain can also be transferred from the home to the work domain 
and that both domains influence each other mutually (Ford et al., 2007). 
The mutual interdependence of the home and work domains can be considered 
especially important for the increasing number of dual-earner couples (e.g., Netemeyer, 
Maxham, & Pullig, 2005) since both partners have to juggle with demands at work and at 
home and it is therefore important to investigate how both partners' work and life domains are 
interconnected. There are two different ways how strain can be transferred from one domain 
to the other. First, dual-earner couples are facing spillover processes. Spillover is defined as a 
within-person across-domain transmission of strain or resources from one life sphere to 
another (Bolger, DeLongis, Kessler, & Schilling, 1989). For example, strains within the close 
relationship may intrude (spill over) into the work domain (e.g., Carlson et al., 2000). Second, 
crossover effects can be found between the dual-earner partners. Crossover is an interpersonal 
process that occurs when strain experienced by one partner affects the level of strain of the 
other partner (Bolger, DeLongis, Kessler, & Schilling, 1989). For example, if one partner 
experiences a high work overload, this is carried over and increases stress in the other 
(Bakker, Westman, et al., 2009; Westman & Etzion, 1995). 
Stress and work performance 
Dual-earner couples usually show a strong professional identity with a high 
motivation to show a good work performance (Bird & Schnurman-Crook, 2005). Yet, good 
work performance is generally hindered by high levels of stress as could be shown in several 
studies (e.g., LePine, Podsakoff, & Lepine, 2005; Kavanagh, 2005; Driskell & Salas, 2013). 
Moreover, it is commonly accepted that stress is a ubiquitous phenomenon at the work-place 
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with detrimental effects on cognitive processes and in consequence on work performance 
(Lazarus, 1993; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Kavanagh, 2005; van der Linden, Keijsers, Eling, 
& van Schaijk, 2005; Motowidlo et al., 1986). The transactional stress model offers a 
theoretical explanation for this effect (Lazarus, 2006; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Within this 
theoretical framework, high levels of any type of stressor are associated with involuntary 
physiological responses, whichcan interfere with work performance (Lazarus, 2006; 
Motowidlo et al., 1986). That is, attention, one of the core competencies to achieve a good 
performance in almost all areas (Moosbrugger & Oehlschlägel, 2011), is impaired by stress 
(e.g., Kavanagh, 2005; van der Linden et al., 2005; Motowidlo et al., 1986). Therefore, it is of 
utmost interest to understand the impact of stress on attention and work performance in 
general but also specifically in dual-earner couples since both partners may show lower work 
performance due to relationship stressors (spillover) or stress contagion (crossover) between 
partners. 
Effects of different kinds of stressors on work performance 
Stress may occur in many different circumstances in our lives. Among others, it may 
be due to work overload, daily hassles within and outside the work context, but also 
relationship issues. In this study, we want to examine the distinct effects of these distinct 
sources of stressors on work performance. Moreover, the duration of the stressor (acute vs. 
chronic) is also of great importance. It has been found that stressors appearing in a series of 
days had negative effect on personal well-being (Bolger, DeLongis, Kessler, & Schilling, 
1989; Grzywacz & Almeida, 2008). 
Work overload. Work overload occurs when (multiple) demands exceed employees’ 
resources. Employees with requirements to work long hours or at too many task 
simultaneously report more stress compared to colleagues who do not (for a review, see 
Michie & Williams, 2003). The thereby increased stress level can, in turn, affect work 
performance (Glaser, Tatum, Nebeker, Sorenson, & Aiello, 1999). Overall, in a recent meta-
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analysis negative associations between work overload and work performance could be found 
(Gilboa, Shirom, Fried, & Cooper, 2008). One possible mechanism for the derogation of work 
performance is that work overload may lead to a narrowed attention by ignoring task-related 
information (Cohen, 1980) or by having insufficient resources for work-related tasks that 
force errors (Wallace & Chen, 2005).  
Daily hassles. Acute and chronic daily hassles, as a special kind of non-work 
stressors, are correlated with reduced attention (Petrac, Bedwell, Renk, Orem, & Sims, 2009; 
Robinson, Sünram-Lea, Leach, & Owen-Lynch, 2008). The deteriorating effect of non-work 
stressors on work performance has been empirically tested. For example, Fritz and Sonnentag 
(2005) found that daily hassles experienced on weekends were negatively related to task 
performance back at work. Analog to the findings on work overload, this negative association 
may lay in the consume of resources that cannot be used at work accordingly (Fritz & 
Sonnentag, 2006). 
Relationship stressors. As an additional kind of non-work related stressors, stress 
within close relationship can interfere with employees’ outcome at work. So far, research has 
mainly concentrated on the interference of work and home (e.g., family-to-work conflict) but 
had not specially focused on stress arising within the close relationship (such as arguments 
between partners). Previous research has shown negative associations of family-to-work 
conflict (negative spillover) and performance at work (Demerouti, Taris, & Bakker, 2007; 
Gilboa et al., 2008; Hancock & Page, 2013; Lapierre, Hammer, Truxillo, & Murphy, 2012). 
The reasons for this negative association between relational stressors and work performance 
are divers. For example, relationship issues draw the attention capacity towards non-work 
topics, raising task-irrelevant thoughts that can diminish cognitive performance (Beal, Weiss, 
Barros, & MacDermid, 2005; Demerouti et al., 2007). Moreover, conflicts between the two 
domains (e.g., having competing demands in pursuing different goals in both domains) can 
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lead to work-related stress, which in turn can seriously impair employee performance (Aryee 
et al., 1999; National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health, 2002).  
Hypothesis 1. Work overload, daily hassles and relationship stressors show a negative 
association with performance at an attention task (spillover hypothesis). 
Crossover. Research has also examined crossover effects of stress between partners. 
Results reveal that crossover may be stronger from men to women than vice versa (ten 
Brummelhuis, Haar, & van der Lippe, 2010). This might be because women are more 
empathic and supportive than men (Larson & Almeida, 1999) or because men’s stress 
reaction is hostile towards their partners and this in turn increases stress in the woman 
(Bolger, DeLongis, Kessler, & Wethington, 1989). 
Hypothesis 2. Crossover effects of stress on work performance are stronger from men 
to women than vice versa (crossover hypothesis). 
Pile-up of stressors: Considering the accumulation of stress 
Usually, employees do not experience stressors from just a single but from many life-
domains simultaneously. The concept of stressor pile-up has been introduced in family 
psychology, describing the fact that families rarely just have to deal with one source of stress 
but with many stressors simultaneously (McCubbin & Patterson, 1983). Overall, the total 
amount of stress individuals experience can be seen as function of both work and non-work 
stressors (Bhagat, McQuaid, Lindholm, & Segovis, 1985). This assumption is in accordance 
with an ecological perspective on the interface between work and home, which emphasizes 
that people naturally interact with environmental systems in a continuing process of influence 
(Ecological Systems Theory; Bronfenbrenner, 1986).  
Research shows that pile-up of work stressors (e.g., work overload) and non-work 
stressors (e.g., arguments with the partner) had additive negative consequences for personal 
well-being (Bhagat et al., 1985; Bolger, DeLongis, Kessler, & Schilling, 1989; Greenhaus & 
Parasuraman, 1987). Besides the clear distinction of the origin of stressors, it is therefore 
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important to investigate the effect of accumulated stressors of different domains. So far, most 
studies focused on only one source of stress, yet the combination of different stressors arising 
in dual-earner couples’ daily life may have additive negative effects on work outcome than if 
just one stressor is considered.  
Hypothesis 3. The negative effects on work performance of stressors (work overload, 
daily hassles, relationship stress) are stronger if different stressors are piled up and considered 
simultaneously (pile-up hypothesis). 
Hypothesis 4. Crossover effects of piled-up stressors on work performance are 
stronger from men to women than vice versa (crossover hypothesis). 
Buffering stress: Individual and dyadic coping 
According to the transactional stress theory (e.g., Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) and the 
systemic-transactional model of dyadic coping (Bodenmann, 1995a), coping efforts may 
buffer the negative impact of stress on work performance. Coping is a reaction to a stressor 
and is defined as cognitive and behavioral efforts to manage any kind of demand that could 
possibly exceed a person's resources. Individual coping refers to an intra-individual ability of 
a person to cope with stressors (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Dealing with competing demands 
of work and home, perceived flexibility is important to reduce stress (Hammer et al., 1997). 
Stressors can also be dealt with jointly, as the partner is an important resource to buffer stress 
(Bodenmann, 2005). In this context, dyadic coping can be defined as the way couples cope 
together with stress (other than social support, where support can also be given by co-workers 
or other family members). Usually, one partner expresses stress and the other reacts with 
dyadic coping. This reaction can be positive (e.g., supportive dyadic coping by helping the 
partner to reframe the stressful situation) or negative (e.g., superficial dyadic coping by 
supporting the partner without empathy) (Bodenmann, 1995a). 
There is evidence that functional coping buffers the impact of stress (e.g., Lazarus & 
Folkman, 1984). Individual coping plays a significant role buffering work overload (e.g., Jex, 
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Bliese, Buzzell, & Primeau, 2001), daily hassles (e.g., Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), and work-
family conflict (e.g., Lapierre & Allen, 2006).  
Hypothesis 5. Because work-related stressors and daily hassles are first and foremost 
individual experiences we hypothesize that individual coping might buffer the negative 
impact of those stressors on attention (individual buffering hypothesis). 
Based on studies examining relationship functioning there is growing evidence that 
dyadic coping buffers the detrimental effect of relationship stress on relationship outcomes 
(Bodenmann, 2005; e.g., Brock & Lawrence, 2008; Neff & Broady, 2011). Support received 
from the partner can also buffer the negative impact of work overload (Glaser et al., 1999; R. 
L. Repetti, 1989) and daily hassles (Cohen & Wills, 1985). Yet, to our knowledge, there is no 
study examining the stress buffering effect of dyadic coping on the association between 
relationship stressors and work performance. Nevertheless, dyadic coping and was positively 
associated with work performance (Bodenmann, 2000).  
Hypothesis 6. For relationship stress, we assume that dyadic coping is buffering 
relationship related stress, but that it could also have beneficial effects in buffering work 
overload and daily hassles from work performance (cross-domain spillover) (dyadic buffering 
hypotheses). 
Hypothesis 5 and 6 are in accordance with the matching-hypothesis. The underlying 
assumption of the matching hypothesis is that the primary effect of negative spillover from 
stress on various outcomes lies in the domain where the stressor originates. Therefore, in-
domain spillover effects (e.g., work stress affecting work performance) were found to be 
stronger than cross domain spillover effect (e.g., relationship stressors affecting work 
performance) (Frone et al., 1992). 
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Method 
Sample 
Participants were recruited from flyers, internet platforms, and newspaper articles 
placed in local papers. Interested couples were screened to make sure that they met the study 
criterion. Eligible couples were (1) between 20 and 60 years of age, (2) exclusively dating for 
at least one year, and (3) both partners working at least 18 hours per week. Our sample 
included 60 heterosexual dual-earner couples from the German-speaking part of Switzerland. 
Mean age of women was 35.3 years (SD = 7.7) and 37.0 (SD = 8.0) for men. Couples were in 
a relationship from one to 25 years (M= 9.4; SD = 5.3 years) and 22.1% of the couples were 
married. The majority of the participants earned a university degree (bachelor or higher; 
women: 75%; men; 73.4%). Of the couples, 53.3% were parents. The majority of men worked 
full time (60%; 42 hours per week). Of women, 25% worked full time. Participants were 
asked how important attention is in general for their job. On a 7-point Likert scale (1 = not at 
all important, 7 = very important), attention (Mwomen = 6.15, SDwomen = 0.84; Mmen = 5.97, 
SDmen = 1.05) was rated highly important. 
Procedures 
Participating dual-earner couples were invited to our lab. First, they filled out a set of 
self-assessment questionnaires on different sources of stressors (work overload, daily hassles, 
and relationship stressors), coping mechanisms (individual and dyadic coping), and 
demographic information. Subsequently, each participant separately had to take an attention 
test as described below. Participants had to sign an informed consent and were fully briefed 
after taking the test about the aim of our study. 
Measures 
Attention. Frankfurter Attention Inventory Revised (FAIR-2; Moosbrugger & 
Oehlschlägel, 2011). To assess sustained attention as a measure of work performance, 
participants were asked to complete the FAIR-2 (one test-half, version A), a well examined 
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continuous performance task in German speaking countries. The main goal of the FAIR-2 is 
the discrimination of visually similar stimuli in a paper-pencil procedure. After a written 
instruction, participants are asked to mark target stimuli and ignore non-target stimuli during 
six minutes. Continuous attention is a combination of working speed and correctly marked 
targets. Only participants who correctly understood the instructions (according to manual 
based criteria) were included in the analysis (only one person had to be excluded). Reliability 
of the FAIR-2 has been examined comprehensively with Cronbach’s alpha within the relevant 
age ranges (all α > .90; Moosbrugger & Oehlschlägel, 2011). Attention was chosen as 
indicator of work performance as it is identified as a core element of work performance in the 
literature, it is rated as highly important by the participants for their own work performance, 
and it is important across many professions.  
Stressors. Work overload, daily hassles and relationship stressors were assessed with 
the Multidimensional Stress Questionnaire (MSQ-P, Bodenmann et al., 2008a). Work 
overload is assessed with a single item. Participants are asked to evaluate if they experienced 
hectic, time pressure or high expectations of supervisors during i) the last seven days (acute 
work overload) and ii) the last year (chronic work overload). To measure acute and chronic 
daily hassles, each partner was instructed to rate how stressful they have experienced seven 
different aspects of daily life (such as leisure time, finances, education or living situation) i) 
for the last seven days (acute) and ii) for the last year (chronic). Internal consistency for acute 
and chronic daily hassles was adequate (.64 ≤ α ≤ .68 for women and men). Acute and chronic 
stress originating in the romantic relationship was assessed with 11 items. The items refer to 
possibly disturbing habits of the partner or differences of opinion with the partner for 
example. As for daily hassles, acute stressors referred to the last seven days whereas chronic 
referred to the last year. Internal consistency for acute and chronic relationship stressors was 
high for women and men (.80 ≤ α ≤ .85). All items were rated on a 4-point Likert-scale (1 = 
not at all stressful, 4 = very stressful). 
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Individual coping. As flexibility is a main component of individual coping for dual-
earners (Hammer et al., 1997), we assessed it with the subscale composure and flexibility of 
the Adaptive Strategies in Work and Family Research scale (ASIWAF; Kupsch, Schneewind, 
& Reeb, 2009). We choose this scale because it was designed to assess coping mechanisms of 
working individuals living in a close relationship. On three items (7-point Likert scale; 1 = 
completely agree, 7 = completely disagree), participants rated their general individual coping 
efforts in stressful situations (composed reaction in different daily situations, flexible reaction 
in different situations, adjusting to variations of originally intended plans). Cronbach’s alpha 
was α = .81 for women and α = .70 for men. 
Dyadic coping. We used the subscale Dyadic Coping of Partner (DCI-P) of the 
Dyadic coping inventory (DCI; Bodenmann, 2008). This subscale represents the partner’s 
stress communication (e.g. “My partner tells me openly how he/she feels”) and ones 
perception of the partners support and coping, (supportive and delegated dyadic coping and 
reverse coded negative dyadic coping; e.g. “My partner expresses that he/she is on my side”). 
Fifteen items were answered on a 5-point scale (1 = never, 5 = very often), with Cronbach’s α 
=.85 for women and α = .84 for men. 
Data analysis 
In order to account for the interdependence of couples' data, we used the Actor-Partner 
Interdependence Model (APIM; e.g., Kenny, 1996) (see Figure 4 for graphic illustration). In 
the standard APIM, two dependent variables (one for each partner) are simultaneously 
regressed on two independent variables (one for each partner) using path analysis. So called 
actor effects are associations of variables within one partner (e.g. prediction of partner A’s 
attention performance by partner A’s work overload), whereas partner effects are associations 
between variables of two different partners (e.g. prediction of partner A’s attention 
performance by the work overload of partner B). Within our model, actor effects can account 
for spillover mechanisms (stress from one domain intrudes in another domain) whereas 
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partner effects account for crossover mechanisms (stress of one partner influences work 
performance of the other partner).  
Testing Hypothesis 1 and 2, we performed separate APIM for the different stressors to 
investigate the relation of the specific domains of stress with work performance. In these 
analyses, direct effects of one’s stress on work performance (spillover hypothesis) as well as 
dyadic transmission of stress (crossover hypothesis) can be examined. To test Hypothesis 3 
and 4 (pile up and crossover hypothesis), we analyzed an APIM model including all three 
sources of stress to account for the additive effect they might have on work performance. 
Furthermore, to test for interaction effects between stressors, we calculated the model 
including the interaction terms of the stressors in the model. Specifically, interactions of 
stressors within a partner (e.g., women’s work overload interacting with women’s daily 
hassles and relationship stressors) were integrated in the models, but not between partners. 
This allows examining what combinations of stressors are most detrimental to work 
performance. We estimated Hypothesis 1 to 4 using either acute or chronic stressors 
separately. In order to test Hypothesis 5 and 6 (buffering hypotheses), we entered individual 
and dyadic coping as a moderator into the model (represented in Figure 4 with a broken line). 
The association between chronic stressors (work overload, daily hassles, and relationship 
stressors) is expected to be buffered by coping (individual or dyadic coping). We only 
investigated the buffering effect of coping in models with chronic stressors, as coping skills 
were assessed on a trait level. Support for our hypothesis would mean, that the level of coping 
has an impact on how strong stressors are associated with attention performance. For example 
when dyadic coping is high, even high levels of stress can be buffered, and do not lead to the 
same attention outcome as when dyadic coping was not considered, or if dyadic coping was 
low. To avoid multicollinearity, in models with multiple predictors, variables were grand 
mean centered (Aiken & West, 1991). Models were estimated with maximum likelihood 
estimation performed in Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2012). 
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Results 
Sample  
Means, standard deviations, test for mean differences across gender, and correlations 
of the study variables are presented in Table 5. There were no significant differences in mean 
values between women and men. Participants reported high work overload and medium strain 
due to daily hassles and relationship stress. Nevertheless, participants reported having good 
individual and dyadic coping skills. Correlations among different sources of stressors were 
positive, yet not always significant, showing a slight interconnection of the different life 
domains of dual-earner couples, especially for men. Furthermore, work performance of 
women showed a significant negative association with relationship stressors, whereas for 
men, only acute work overload showed a significant negative association. For women, only 
dyadic coping skills were significantly negatively related to stressors whereas for men 
individual and dyadic coping skills showed a negative association with stressors. Non-work 
stressors between women and men correlated significantly positive, showing that stress in one 
partner was also associated with stress in the other. 
Main Findings 
Results of the APIM can be found in Table 6. According to Hypothesis 1 (spillover 
hypothesis), acute work overload (β = -.27, p = .001), chronic work overload (β = -.20, p = 
.03) and chronic daily hassles (β = -.61, p = .001) were negatively associated with attention 
performance of men. No significant crossover effects of women’s stressors on men’s work 
performance were found. On the opposite, for women, only crossover effects were significant 
but no spillover effects. That is, women’s attention performance showed a negative 
association with men’s acute work overload (β = -.25, p = .05), chronic work overload (β = -
.31, p = .02) and chronic relationship stress (β = -.66, p = .02). Hence, all sources of stress 
negatively influenced our measure of work performance (support for Hypothesis 1), but not 
equally for women and men. In addition to in-domain spillover (work stress affected attention 
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performance), we detected cross-domain spillover effects (daily hassles and relationship 
stressors affected work performance), which supports the permeability of work and home 
boundaries (Grzywacz & Marks, 2000; Pleck, 1977). As we only found significant crossover 
effects from men’s stressors on women’s attention performance, Hypothesis 2 (crossover 
hypothesis) can be supported.  
Hypothesis 3 predicted that, if different stressors are piled up, this leads to a more 
detrimental impact on work performance than if just considering one stressor at a time. As 
Table 7 shows, considering multiple stressors lead to an increase in explained variance in 
attention performance for both genders in models considering acute as well as chronic 
stressors in comparison to the single stressor models (see Table 6). More importantly, 
significant effects could mostly be found for interaction effects of chronic stressors. For 
women, the interaction of their partners’ acute daily hassles and relationship stress showed a 
significant negative effect on their work performance (interaction of two negative constructs, 
therefore, β = 1.63, p = .02 signifies a negative effect on work performance). Furthermore, the 
interaction of men’s acute work overload with daily hassles and relationship stress influenced 
women’s attention performance negatively (interaction of three negative constructs, β = -1.46, 
p = .01). Moreover, direct crossover effects of men’s chronic work overload and chronic 
relationship stress were negatively associated with women’s work performance. Studying the 
interaction of stressors in men revealed the following results: The accumulation of acute 
stressors showed no significant interaction effects, but the association between men’s acute 
work overload and their own attention performance was negative (β = -.26, p = .01), 
underlining the importance of work overload for men’s work performance (see also results for 
Hypothesis 1). Results for chronic stressors showed a different picture. Men’s chronic daily 
hassles were negatively associated with their attention performance (β = -.80, p = .001). The 
interaction of chronic daily hassles and relationship stress of men showed a negative relation 
with men’s attention performance (β = 1.82, p = .01, positive sign due to double interaction of 
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negative constructs). In tendency, men’s relationship stress as well as the interaction of 
women’s relationship stress and work overload or daily hassles negatively affected men’s 
performance.  
Interestingly, we found a significant positive crossover effect of women’s chronic 
daily hassles on men’s performance (β = .61, p = .01). In addition, the interaction of chronic 
daily hassles and work overload of men were positively associated with their work 
performance (β = -.61, p = .05). We propose an explanation for counterintuitive findings in 
the discussion. Overall, Hypothesis 3 and 4 could partially be supported. The duration of 
stressors seemed to play an important role in the transmission of stress between partners, as 
crossover interaction effects were significant for acute stressors for women and marginally 
significant for chronic stressors for men. 
In Hypothesis 5 (individual buffering hypothesis) and 6 (dyadic buffering hypothesis), 
we assumed that coping strategies might buffer the negative impact of chronic stress on 
attention performance. Table 8 shows results of the APIM including moderation effects. 
Overall, individual coping only significantly buffered the relationship between women’s 
chronic work overload and their attention performance (β = -.51, p = .001) , but we did not 
find any other direct or moderating effects of individual coping in models including daily 
hassles or relationship stress. This, at least, partially supported Hypothesis 5 for women. 
Integrating dyadic coping as a moderator revealed a significant interaction effect of women’s 
dyadic coping on their attention performance in the model investigating the association 
between work overload and attention (β = -.62, p = .03). Thus, when dyadic coping is high, 
even high levels of work overload can be buffered, and do not lead to the same decrease of 
work performance as when dyadic coping was not considered. In models integrating daily 
hassles, no moderation effect of dyadic coping were found. The association between chronic 
relationship stress of women and their attention performance was moderated, but only in 
tendency, partially supporting Hypothesis 6.  
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Discussion 
Our professional (work) and private (home) lives are interdependent and both domains 
are potentially stressful (Pleck, 1977; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). As stress and strain from 
one domain can spill over to the other, and, furthermore, stress can cross over between 
intimate partners, dual-earner couples face a "double risk" of lower work performances 
(Gilboa et al., 2008; Netemeyer et al., 2005). Nevertheless, having solid individual coping 
skills or having a supportive partner has been shown to buffer the detrimental effects of stress 
(among many others, Jex et al., 2001; Brock & Lawrence, 2008).  
Based on an integration of previous empirical findings of both occupational health 
psychology and couples psychology and considering the existing research gaps described 
above, we proposed that (i) work overload, daily hassles and relationship stressors show a 
negative association with performance at an attention task; (ii) if different sources of stressors 
are piled up, it has a more detrimental effect on work performance than if just one source of 
stress is considered; (iii) gender differences in crossover effects can be detected; the negative 
impact of stressors can be buffered by (iv) individual and (v) dyadic coping. These notions 
were tested using dyadic data of dual-earner couples in Actor-Partner-Interdependence 
Models. This models allow the distinction of actor (spillover effects; e.g. prediction of partner 
A’s attention performance by partner A’s work overload) and partner effects (crossover 
effects; e.g. prediction of partner A’s attention performance by the work overload of partner 
B). Therefore, also dynamics within dyads can be detected.  
This study contributes to existing research in several ways. First we replicated 
findings about the negative impact of stress on work performance (Gilboa et al., 2008; 
Netemeyer et al., 2005). Second, we followed the call to closely examine stressors and 
support mechanisms, distinguishing between source and kind of both constructs (e.g., Cohen 
& Wills, 1985; Randall & Bodenmann, 2009). Third, we shed some light on the environment 
of employees by closely examining influences from different domains that can impact on 
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work performance and by considering the dynamics within a couple, using dyadic data 
(crossover effects).  
For both APIM models with acute and chronic stressors, relationship stressors 
accounted for a high proportion of explained variance compared to the other stressors, 
especially for women (see Table 6). This finding illustrates the importance of close 
relationships for work related outcomes and underlines the cross-domain spillover 
mechanisms of stress. For men, also daily hassles played a significant role in predicting work 
performance, especially when interacting with other sources of stress (work overload, 
relationship stress). This conclusion holds especially for the accumulation of chronic 
stressors, but not so much for the accumulation of acute stressors.  
Individual coping skills showed to buffer the negative effect of work overload on 
attention performance for women. The same effect could be found when considering dyadic 
coping as a moderator. Moreover, we found a tendency that dyadic coping may buffer the 
negative impact of relationship stress on work performance. Dyadic coping skills were 
therefore not just important within close relationships, but could also have beneficial effects 
on work stressors, which, again, highlights the importance of close relationships and the 
intertwinement of the work and home domain. Given that large sample sizes are required to 
detect moderating effects (Aiken & West, 1991), it is not surprising that we only found a few 
interaction effects (N = 60 dual-earner couples). 
Despite the supporting findings, some results were somewhat counterintuitive to our 
hypotheses in at least one respect. Specifically, one might expect daily hassles to be 
negatively associated with work performance. The results of testing Hypothesis 3 indicate that 
chronic daily hassles of women related positively with work performance of men. This could 
be based on a compensation effect. For example, if the partner brings daily hassles home, men 
might try to avoid their partner by spending more time at work, which in turn may lead to 
higher work performance.  
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Strengths and Limitations 
The obvious limitations of this study include the use of cross-sectional data, which 
precludes causal inferences. We can only conclude that a general level of different sources of 
stress is associated with lower attention. When examining spillover effects from one domain 
to another, a time lag should be considered. For example, if couples argue, this is usually done 
at home but influences the work performance the very next day. We could not cover this time 
effect with our design, as we measured general stressors and participants did the attention task 
shortly after filling out the questionnaires. Collecting daily diary data would reduce this bias. 
We also faced some limitations due to our relatively small sample size. It is possible that the 
relatively low N of 60 dual-earner couples lead to insufficient power to reject the null 
hypothesis of no effect. This could be especially the case in models with many estimates, as 
for example effects of stressors on attention performance disappeared when integrating three 
different sources of stressors in the model (testing Hypothesis 3 and 4). Further studies should 
test our assumptions on a larger sample. Another constraint of our study is the ecological 
validity of the experimental setting. That is, we did not randomly induce different sources of 
stress to couples and then examined the distinct effect of the most salient stressor compared to 
the others on work performance. Nevertheless, the face validity of measuring attention was 
high, as all participants rated attention to be important for their job. Furthermore, we tested a 
work related outcome in the lab. To gain a more naturalistic insight into spillover processes, it 
would be beneficial to assess work performance at the work place. Along with this suggestion 
comes also the conceptualization of work performance. Work performance is a highly 
complex construct that can be measured by different approaches. In this study we assessed 
performance by the objective outcome of an attention task. Although attention is highly 
relevant for work performance, the two constructs cannot be set equal. Moreover, other 
variables might possibly moderate the stress-performance relationship. It is, for example, 
possible that the association between stress, dyadic coping and work performance is mediated 
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by the quality of the relationship (Bodenmann, 2000). Further studies should also account for 
the four dimensions of spillover. In this study, we only examined negative spillover effects 
from non-work to work, but not from work to home and we did not include resources of both 
domains, which could lead to positive spillover (for a conceptualization of spillover, see 
Grzywacz & Marks, 2000).  
Besides these limitations concerning our design and options of analysis, our study 
clearly has some advantages. We conceptualized work performance as objective outcome of 
an attention task, independent of any bias (e.g., personal relations when supervisors rate work 
performances). Our measure of work performance is also independent of self-evaluations by 
participants, which tend to be higher than evaluations of others (e.g., Taris, 2006; Demerouti 
et al., 2007). Furthermore, using a dyadic approach allowed for the distinction of spillover and 
crossover effects of stress and attention. Additionally, using APIM, we were able to observe 
gender differences and dynamics within dyads. As our results showed, men react differently 
to stressors than women.  
Implications & Future Directions 
Undoubtedly, as many studies including the current one have shown, stress can have 
negative consequences for work performance. But what consequences can stress have that go 
beyond ‘just’ lower work performance? Stress clearly can impact employees health negatively 
as it has been shown many times (see for e review, Ganster & Rosen, 2013). Helping workers 
cope with work stress or reducing work stress levels could prevent the occurrence of severe 
health issues. In this respect, the role of close relationships should also be considered, as 
research could show a longitudinal beneficial effect of a satisfying relationship on health 
(Proulx & Snyder-Rivas, 2013). Designing stress interventions, we propose the following 
aspects based on the findings of this study. First, all kind of stressors have to be addressed, no 
matter if stressors appear at work or outside the work domain or whether they appear acutely 
or chronically. Employers have to consider the living environment of employees, by 
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integrating different spheres of employees’ everyday live in stress interventions. Different 
sources of stressors can pile up and - according to our findings - it is not the work-related 
stressors that then have the strongest association with the work outcome. In fact, daily hassles 
and relationship stressors have been shown to intrude into the work domain and explained 
about the same amount of variance in work performance. Second, we found that not only 
work-related individual coping strategies but also dyadic coping strategies can have a stress 
buffering effect on the association between work overload and work performance. According 
to the stress-coping cascade model of close relationships (Bodenmann, 2005) partners in a 
close relationship first attempt to manage stress individually and eventually use support from 
their partner (and further professional support, such as stress interventions) if individual 
resources exceed the demands of the situation. This shows the important role of the intimate 
partner in the process of social support. Third, especially as there are more and more dual-
earner couples, the need for integration of different domains in interventions becomes more 
important.  
The present study was designed to examine the links among different sources of 
stressors (work overload, daily hassles and relationship stressors), individual and dyadic 
coping and work performance. Overall, our study sheds some light on the importance of the 
work and non-work environment of employees, influencing the work domain in a way that 
might not be desired by companies. Fostering coping skills, such as dyadic coping, might be a 
promising approach to prevent stress from unfolding its negative impact. 
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Table 5 Study 2: Means, standard deviations, test of mean differences across gender, and bivariate correlations among study variables 
Means, standard deviations, test of mean differences across gender, and bivariate correlations among study variables 
  Women   Men   
Mean 
differences   Bivariate correlations 
Variable M  SD 
 
M  SD  t 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 Acute work overload 2.93 0.94   2.75 1.08   .87  -.15 .18 .09 .02 .16 .19 -.01 .02 -.12 
2 Chronic work overload 3.10 0.77 
 
3.02 0.84  .57 
 
.35 .02 .10 .24 .10 .12 .02 -.07 -.06 
3 Acute daily hassles 1.65 0.49 
 
1.63 0.48  .13 
 
.50 .27 .35 .77 .22 .17 -.18 -.19 -.10 
4 Chronic daily hassles 1.86 0.49 
 
1.87 0.49  -.17 
 
.29 .56 .66 .43 .39 .30 -.24 -.29 -.14 
5 Acute relationship stressors 1.66 0.48 
 
1.67 0.47  -.20 
 
.04 .19 .41 .48 .50 .63 -.12 -.30 -.30 
6 Chronic relationship stressors 1.94 0.52 
 
1.80 0.43  1.34 
 
.06 .36 .17 .44 .74 .45 -.23 -.61 -.32 
7 Individual coping 4.88 1.16 
 
5.27 0.93  -1.73 
 
-.05 -.28 -.27 -.43 -.39 -.50 .06 .32 .29 
8 Dyadic coping of partner 3.64 0.61 
 
3.74 0.51  -.12 
 
-.09 -.16 -.13 -.33 -.45 -.35 .28 .51 .29 
9 Attention performance 3.51 0.92   3.49 0.72   .10  -.37 -.25 -.27 -.27 -.18 -.22 .15 .19 .13 
Note. Bivariate correlations for women's scores are displayed above the main diagonal; those for men are displayed below the main diagonal. Correlations 
of women's and men's scores of the same variable are depicted in italics on the main diagonal. Significant correlations (p < .05, two tailed) are printed in bold 
type. 
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Table 6 Study 2: Actor and partner effects (unstandardized maximum likelihood estimates), correlations, and model fits for the Actor–Partner Interdependence Model 
Actor and partner effects (unstandardized maximum likelihood estimates), correlations, and model fits for the Actor–Partner Interdependence 
Model 
  Acute stressors   Chronic stressors 
Source 
work  
overload 
daily  
hassles 
relationship  
stressors   
work  
overload 
daily  
hassles 
relationship  
stressors 
Actor effects 
          Women -> Women -.17**c .07 c -.23 c 
 
-.11 c -.13**c -.25 c 
   Men      -> Men -.27*** -.60* -.26 c 
 
-.20* -.61*** -.21 c 
Partner effects 
          Women -> Men -.06*** -.08 c -.36 c 
 
-.08 c .20**c -.34 c 
   Men      -> Women -.25*** -.50† -.51† 
 
-.31* -.43†** -.66* 
Explained variance 
          R
2
w work performance women  .10*** .07 c .13 c 
 
.09 c .07**c .17 c 
   R
2 
m work performance men  .17*** .18 c .14 c 
 
.07 c .15**c .11 c 
Note. The table displays unstandardized regression coefficients for saturated Actor-Partner Interdependence Models integrating distinct sources (work 
overload, daily hassles and relationship stress) and kinds (acute, chronic) of stress on attention performance. Model fit for all models: CFI = 1.00, RMSEA = 
.00. 
*** p < .001. * p < .05. † p < .10. 
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Table 7 Study 2: Actor, partner and interaction effects (unstandardized maximum likelihood estimates), for the Actor–Partner Interdependence Model 
Actor, partner and interaction effects (unstandardized maximum likelihood estimates), for the 
Actor–Partner Interdependence Model 
Source Acute stressors 
 
Chronic Stressors 
Work overload 
      Actor effects 
         Women -> Women -.12** 
 
-.07*** 
      Men      -> Men -.04** 
 
-.09*** 
   Partner effects 
         Women -> Men -.26** 
 
.14*** 
      Men      -> Women -.12** 
 
-.45*** 
Daily hassles 
      Actor effects 
         Women -> Women .36** 
 
.12*** 
      Men      -> Men -.22** 
 
-.80*** 
   Partner effects 
         Women -> Men -.23** 
 
.61*** 
      Men      -> Women .15** 
 
-.05*** 
Relationship stressors 
      Actor effects 
         Women -> Women -.19** 
 
-.11*** 
      Men      -> Men -.24** 
 
.50†** 
   Partner effects 
         Women -> Men -.31** 
 
-.35*** 
      Men      -> Women -.33** 
 
-.90*** 
Interactions 
     Actor effects 
      Women   -> Women 
         work overload * daily hassles -.14** 
 
.36*** 
      work overload * relationship stress .29** 
 
.21*** 
      daily hassles * relationship stress -.50** 
 
-.15*** 
      all stressors interacting -.65** 
 
1.87*** 
   
(continued) 
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Source Acute stressors 
 
Chronic Stressors 
   Men      -> Men 
         work overload * daily hassles -.17** 
 
-.61*** 
      work overload * relationship stress .12** 
 
.60*** 
      daily hassles * relationship stress -.33** 
 
1.82*** 
      all stressors interacting .75** 
 
.21*** 
Partner effects 
      Women    -> Men 
         work overload * daily hassles -.22** 
 
.68*** 
      work overload * relationship stress -.33** 
 
.63†** 
      daily hassles * relationship stress .45** 
 
.99†** 
      all stressors interacting -.39** 
 
.52*** 
   Men       -> Women 
         work overload * daily hassles .45** 
 
-.64*** 
      work overload * relationship stress -.40** 
 
1.00*** 
      daily hassles * relationship stress 1.63** 
 
-.30*** 
      all stressors interacting -1.46** 
 
2.27†** 
Explained variance 
      R
2
w work performance women  .39** 
 
.27*** 
   R
2 
m work performance men  .41** 
 
.52*** 
Note. Actor-Partner Interdependence Models for the associations between acute or chronic 
stressors (piled up) on attention performance. The table displays unstandardized regression 
coefficients of saturated models (CFI = 1.00, RMSEA = .00). 
*** p < .001. ** p < .01. * p < .05. † p < .10.  
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Table 8 Study 2: The moderating role of individual and dyadic coping on the association between stressors and attention performance 
The moderating role of individual and dyadic coping on the association between chronic stressors and attention performance 
  Individual coping   Dyadic coping 
Source work overload 
daily 
hassles 
relationship 
stressors   
work 
overload 
daily 
hassles 
relationship 
stressors 
Actor effects exogenous variable 
          Women -> Women -.03*** -.03** -.11* 
 
.02* .04* -.30* 
   Men      -> Men -.19†** -.66** -.30* 
 
-.22† -.61* -.38* 
Partner effects exogenous variable 
          Women -> Men -.07*** .21** -.33* 
 
-.07* .20* -.40* 
   Men      -> Women -.14*** -.23** -.66† 
 
-.22* -.35* -.59† 
Actor effects moderator variable 
          Women   -> Women .20*** .22†* .18* 
 
.35* .42* .36* 
   Men        -> Men .07*** -.04** .03* 
 
.28* .23* .04* 
Partner effects moderator variable 
          Women    -> Men -.07*** -.03** -.08* 
 
-.19* -.14* -.33* 
   Men         -> Women .14*** .16** .03* 
 
.07* -.07* -.29* 
Actor effects interaction 
          Women -> Women -.51*** .11** -.14* 
 
-.62* -.47* -.73† 
   Men       -> Men -.06*** -.28** -.25* 
 
-.23* -.35* -.65* 
Partner effects interaction 
          Women   -> Men -.08*** -.18** -.18* 
 
.18* -.43* -.13* 
   Men        -> Women -.20*** .07** -.45* 
 
.15* .30* .04* 
Explained variances 
          R
2
w work performance women .33*** .16** .26* 
 
.25* .15* .24* 
   R
2 
m work performance men  .09*** .18** .17* 
 
.13* .21* .18* 
Note. Actor-Partner Interdependence Models for the associations between three different sources of chronic stressors on attention performance. Individual 
and dyadic coping were integrated as moderators. The table displays unstandardized maximum likelihood estimates for saturated models (CFI = 1.00, RMSEA 
= .00). 
*** p < .001. ** p < .01. * p < .05. † p < .10.  
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Figure 4. Actor-Partner Interdependence Model performed with dual-earner couples. 
Work overload, daily hassles or relationship stressors as independent (X), attention as 
dependent variables (Y) and individual or dyadic coping (M) as moderators (broken line). E1 
and E2 represent residuals.  
5. Impact of the CCET Intervention on Couple- and Work-Related 
Outcomes in Dual-Earner Couples 
The following two studies investigated the CCET on its beneficial effects on couples and 
work-related outcomes. Namely, the first paper presents the efficacy of the CCET in 
enhancing dyadic coping skills among dual-earner couples. The second paper shows 
beneficial cross-domain spillover effects of the CCET, specifically on its outcome on job 
satisfaction, work performance and reducing burnout risk. Both papers were based on 
longitudinal designs and dyadic data of dual-earner couples. 
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5.1  The efficacy of the CCET on couple outcomes in dual-earner couples (Study 3)5 
The Effects of Dose and Couple Stress on the Dyadic Coping Outcomes from Couple 
Coping Enhancement Training (CCET) 
Abstract 
Objective: To examine the efficacy of a cognitive-behavioral couple distress prevention 
approach (CCET), the effects of dosage of the training and the impact of participants stress 
level on the improvement of skills were examined. Method: N = 159 dual earner couples were 
randomly assigned to one of three intervention conditions or a waiting-list control group. 
Questionnaires were assessed two weeks prior (pre) and after (post) the intervention and after 
three (follow-up 1) and six (follow-up 2) months. Results: Baseline latent change models for 
two factors (see McArdle, 2009) showed significant positive change on dyadic coping 
outcomes (stress communication, partner’s dyadic coping and the evaluation of the dyadic 
coping). The more stressed participants were, the stronger the beneficial effects. Conclusion: 
As all training formats were equally effective, significant enhancement of coping skills can be 
achieved by low dose trainings already.  
Introduction 
National representative surveys show that the average stress levels have been at an 
unhealthy level in Western societies for some time, and that stress at  work (65%) and in 
intimate relationships (56%) are reported as the most common significant sources of this 
stress (American Psychological Association, 2013). As research has shown, high stress is 
associated with various negative outcomes, such as elevated  risk for cardiovascular disease, 
depression, and low job performance (Belkic, Landsbergis, Schnall, & Baker, 2004; Crum, 
Muntaner, Eaton, & Anthony, 1995; Kivimaki et al., 2006; Motowidlo et al., 1986; Wang & 
                                                 
5
 Paper by Corina A. Merz, Fridtjof W. Nussbeck, W. Kim Halford, Marcel Schaer and Guy Bodenmann. 
This study was supported by the foundation for empirical research of the University of Zurich. This paper will be 
submitted to the Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology. 
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Patten, 2001). Stress within a close relationship is associated with low sexual activity and 
relationship satisfaction(Bodenmann, Ledermann, et al., 2007). According to the  
vulnerability-stress-model (Karney & Bradbury, 1995), stress increases the likelihood for 
dissolution of close relationships, which in turn has negative consequences on couples’ 
physical and mental health (for an overview, see Amato, 2010). 
The high stress experienced in the work place and in intimate relationships is alarming 
considering that two thirds of US citizens evaluate their own stress management as poor 
(American Psychological Association, 2013). A similar deficit of stress management skills is 
reported in Europe. For example in Switzerland, only 20% of employees rate their stress 
management as adequate (SECO, 2011). These findings indicate a high need for stress 
management interventions in employees; especially for those dealing with stressors in the 
work place and the relationship. 
The interconnection between work and close relationships 
Work and close relationships are central life domains (Frone et al., 1992) that become 
more closely interconnected (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000), due to the increasing commonality 
of dual worker families and the impact of technology in blurring work and home roles 
(International Labor Office, 2012). Research findings suggest a reciprocal spillover of stress 
between work and close relationships. Specifically,  negative mood associated with stress at 
work is carried home at the end of the day (Ilies et al., 2007), and work stress is associated 
with  perceived couple relationship problems, withdrawal from interaction with one’s partner, 
and anger (e.g., Neff & Karney, 2004; Schulz, Cowan, Pape Cowan, & Brennan, 2004; Story 
& Repetti, 2006; R. Repetti, Wang, & Saxbe, 2009). Conversely, relationship stress spills 
over to work and is associated with low job performance and high risk for job burnout 
(Peeters, Montgomery, Bakker, & Schaufeli, 2005) and low job satisfaction (Rogers & May, 
2003). At the same time, when well managed the interconnection of the work and relationship 
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domains can have positive outcomes. Positive experiences in the couple relationship are 
associated with positive work performance (Sonnentag, 2003).  
The stress buffering role of dyadic coping 
One important resource to be able to buffer negative impact of stress and develop positive 
interconnections between the work and home domain is dyadic coping (Bodenmann, 1995a). 
Dyadic coping describes how couples deal with individual and shared stressors as a unit (Berg 
& Upchurch, 2007; 2005; Revenson et al., 2005). Dyadic coping starts with verbal or 
nonverbal stress expression in one or both partners and the reactions of the other to these 
expressions. Positive forms of dyadic coping include supportive dyadic coping (e.g., empathic 
understanding), common dyadic coping (e.g., joint problem solving, sharing emotions), and 
delegated dyadic coping (one partner takes over the tasks of the other).Negative dyadic 
coping includes hostility (e.g., supporting in a mocking way), ambivalence (e.g., unwillingly 
supporting the partner), and superficiality (e.g., support that is given without empathy) (for a 
detailed overview, see Bodenmann, 1995a). Positive dyadic coping buffers the negative 
effects of stress on the individual partners (Bodenmann et al., 2010; Falconier & Epstein, 
2011), and their couple relationship satisfaction (Brock & Lawrence, 2008).  
Given that dyadic coping seems to play a major role in alleviating the detrimental effects 
of stress, interventions that enhance dyadic coping could help individuals enhancing their 
quality of life (e.g., Brock & Lawrence, 2008; Neff & Broady, 2011). Specifically, some 
approaches to couple relationship education (RE) such as Couple Coping Enhancement 
Training (CCET; Bodenmann & Shantinath, 2004) specifically teach couples how stress 
impacts the relationship, and promote dyadic coping (e.g., Bodenmann & Randall, 2012). 
Such RE potentially could enhance management of stress and work-relationship balance.  
Findings on couple relationship education 
Meta-analyses of RE programs show effect sizes from d = .30 to .36 for relationship 
quality, from d = .43 to .45 for communications skills (Hawkins, Blanchard, Baldwin, & 
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Fawcett, 2008). Similar effect sizes have been found for enhancement dyadic coping by 
CCET, d = .32 to d = .44 (Randall & Bodenmann, 2009). The literature on RE effects suggest 
several important factors influencing the outcomes of RE, and might well moderate the effect 
of CCET. First, RE programs vary widely in terms of hours of interaction between 
participants and providers (dose). A meta-analysis classified RE into low-dose (1 to 8 hours), 
moderate-dose (9 to 20 hours), and high-dose (21+ hours) (Hawkins et al., 2008). Moderate-
dose RE had larger effect sizes than low-dose RE, but there was no additional advantage with 
high dose programs. However, as this was a meta-analysis dose was confounded with other 
RE program. Dose directly effects the cost of delivery, and the time commitment required of 
participating couples, and therefore moderates the potential reach of RE. Therefore, it is 
important to directly investigate dose effects within a single study, and that was one aim of 
the current study.  
A second aspect of RE that might moderate effects, and which is related to dose, is the 
mode of program delivery. Some RE uses self-directed materials, such as self-directed 
learning DVDs, that can be complemented with contact with professional educators (Halford 
et al., 2010). Use of self-directed learning materials can reduce the hours of professional time 
required to deliver programs, and allow couples to complete at least some of RE at home. 
This could enhance the potential adoption of programs by reducing costs of delivery, and the 
increasing convenience of access for couples. A second aim of the current study was to assess 
whether some of the face-to-face sessions used in CCET could be replaced with use of a DVD 
A third important factor influencing research results on interventions' efficacy is the 
targeted sample. In most studies reported by Hawkins and colleagues (2008), RE was 
provided universally to all couples. However, many couples sustain highly satisfying stable 
relationships without attending RE. Couples risk for future relationship difficulties is 
somewhat predictable, albeit with modest accuracy (Halford, 2011). The effect sizes of RE 
tend to be substantially higher when RE is offered selectively to high risk couples, while 
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effect sizes are more modest for low risk couples (Halford & Bodenmann, 2013; Halford, 
Sanders, & Behrens, 2001).  
The current study 
In summary RE effects seem to vary by dose, possibly by mode of delivery (self-directed 
vs. face-to-face), and the risk profile of the participant couples. The current study evaluated 
the effects of CCET (Bodenmann & Shantinath, 2004) that has demonstrated efficacy in 
enhancing relationship satisfaction and dyadic coping for couples with small children 
(Thomas Ledermann, Bodenmann, & Cina, 2007), couples in the work context (Schaer et al., 
2008) or moderately distressed couples (Bodenmann, Pihet, Shantinath, Cina, & Widmer, 
2006). CCET consists of four main units: (a) information about stress and its impacts on 
couples' life, (b) enhancement of dyadic coping, (c) improvement of dyadic communication, 
and (d) improvement of problem solving skills. Usually CCET is provided as a 15 hour week-
end course (standard format) with one provider per two couples, which allows intensive 
supervision of skill training exercises. Providers receive 30 hours of training and 20 hours of 
group supervision before they deliver the program. 
In order to test the dose effects, we adapted the standard form of the CCET into two lower 
dose formats: a) short format (self- learning DVD plus 8 hours training), and b) compact 
format (12 hours training). In the short format CCET participants received a self-learning 
DVD (Bodenmann, Schär, & Gmelch, 2008b) two weeks before receiving a one day (8hours) 
workshop with supervised exercises. The DVD introduced key ideas in the CCET program. 
Reported mean watching the DVD was Mwomen = 3.68 hours, (SD = 2.00), Mmen = 3.45 hours, 
(SD = 1.90). Prior findings showed that this DVD is effective in enhancing dyadic coping 
skills (Bodenmann, Hilpert, Nussbeck, & Bradbury, submitted). In the compact CCET 
participants attended a group session introducing material on the key ideas in CCET on a 
Friday evening run by one educator. On Saturday, the focus was on supervised skill training 
on skills introduced the day before.  
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The three formats differ in two ways from each other. First, the time for practical training 
of skills increases from short to compact to standard CCET. Yet, the time couples spent 
working on the enhancement of their coping skills differs mainly between the short and 
compact CCET on the one hand and the standard CCET on the other hand, since participants 
are watching particular chapters of the DVD at home in the short CCET. The short CCET and 
the compact CCET differ mainly in the way information is provided (via DVD or by a 
provider). Hence, this study allows for a comparison of dosage effects. 
CCET would increase dyadic coping in dual earner couples (Hypothesis 1). Based on the 
meta-analytic findings by Hawkins and colleagues (2008) we predicted that couples would 
benefit most from the longest format of the CCET (standard CCET, with 15 hours) compared 
to the short and compact CCET formats (Hypothesis 2). Finally, we predicted that high risk 
couples would benefit more from the intervention than low-risk couples, with risk being high 
reported work or couple relationship stress (Hypothesis 3).  
Method 
Sample 
Participants were recruited in newspaper articles and in online forums discussing work 
and work-family related topics. Eligible couples could sign up for the study and meeting of 
the inclusion criteria was checked by a subsequent telephone screening. Inclusion criteria 
were the following: participants had to be in a long term heterosexual relationship for at least 
one year, both partners had to work a minimum of 18 hours per week and they did not have 
any burnout symptoms (non-clinical level of stress) nor were they in a severe relationship 
crisis. Both partners had to be willing to participate and take part at the couple intervention. 
Because the intervention was in German, advanced German skills of the participants were 
required. In total, 199 couples were interested in the study; out of these 168 couples met the 
inclusion criteria and were randomly assigned to one of the four conditions (three 
interventions groups and the wait-list control group) (see participant flow-chart in Figure 5). 
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Couples who withdraw from the study before the training, who did not finish the full training 
or who showed low compliance (e.g., refusing to participate in supervised exercises during 
the training) were excluded from analysis. 
 The final dataset contained N = 159 dual earner couples. Demographic characteristic of 
the sample are displayed in Table 9.Overall, about 75% of the sample had earned a bachelor 
degree or higher.  Mean age of women was 40.14 years (SD = 7.80) and 42.35 years in men 
(SD = 8.29). The sample was moderately distressed, as both levels of everyday stress (Mwomen 
= 2.14, SD = .36; Mmen = 1.99, SD = .46) and relationship stress (Mwomen = 1.98, SD = .50; 
Mmen = 1.95, SD = .58) were moderate (on a scale from 1 to 4, high values indicating high 
amount of stress). 
Procedure 
Data was collected by self-report questionnaires. Pre-assessment was two weeks before 
the training, post-assessment two weeks after participation, follow-up 1 (FU1) three months 
and follow-up 2 (FU2) six months after the training. Intervals were the same for the waiting-
list control group. All study procedures were approved by a local ethical commission.  
Measures 
Dyadic Coping Inventory. Stress communication, partners dyadic coping and evaluation 
of couples’ dyadic coping, we the Dyadic Coping Inventory (DCI; Bodenmann, 2008). Stress 
communications was measured with four items. E.g. ‘I tell my partner openly how I feel and 
that I would appreciate his/her support’.  Cronbach’s alpha for women was between .79 and 
.85 and for men between .74 and .81 over all assessments. Partner’s dyadic coping represents 
the partner’s perception of the partners support and coping, (e.g. “My partner expresses that 
she/he is on my side”), and stress communication when she/he is stressed (e.g. “My partner 
tells me openly how she/he feels and that she/he would appreciate my support”). Cronbach’s 
alpha for this scale was high for all assessments (women: α = .89 - .92; men:  α = .86 - .90). 
Evaluation of dyadic coping was assessed with two items, e.g. ‘I am satisfied with the support I 
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receive from my partner and the way we deal with stress together’). Cronbach’s αwomen = .83 - .95, 
Cronbach’s αmen = .84 - .91. All items were answered on a 5-point scale (1 = never, 5 = very 
often) 
Multidimensional Stress Questionnaire for Couples. Everyday stress and relationship 
stress were assessed with the Multidimensional Stress Questionnaire for Couples (Bodenmann 
et al., 2008a).To assess everyday stress, each partner was instructed to rate how stressful eight 
different areas of their everyday life were during the last year (e.g., work, finances, or leisure 
time). Items were rated on a 4-point scale (1 = not at all stressful, 4 = very stressful) 
(Cronbach’s αwomen = .58 - .65, Cronbach’s αmen = .61 - .72). To assess the level of stress 
partners’ experiences within the romantic relationship during the last year, participants 
evaluated eleven important relationship topics, such as disturbing habits of the partner or 
difference of opinion with the partner. Items were rated on a 4-point scale (1 = not at all 
stressful, 4 = very stressful). Internal consistency was high (Cronbach’s αwomen=.88 - .90, 
Cronbach’s αmen=  .82-.87). 
Statistical Analysis 
We used baseline latent change score models for two factors(see McArdle, 2009). These 
models (see Figure 6) account for changes of two outcome variable over time as well as the 
interdependence of the outcomes and their change within the dyad by combining two baseline 
latent change score models. Furthermore, cross-lagged effects can be estimated (change in 
one variable that depends on the initial level or on the change of the other variable). To 
examine group differences in means, intercepts, correlations, and regression coefficients 
between the intervention groups and the wait-list control group, respectively, we used a multi-
group comparison approach. That is, we simultaneously estimated four group-specific latent 
change score models for two factors.  
To test the aforementioned hypotheses we used a stepwise procedure of model building 
process. To test H1 we first built a model presuming no differences with respect to the mean 
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structure of the outcome variables (e.g., increase or decrease over time) across all four groups 
(constrained model). If this model has to be rejected, this implies that there are differences 
between at least two of the groups (Model 1).Second, we built an unconstrained model 
indicating no (zero) change on the outcome variables in the wait-list control group whereas 
change in all three intervention group was freely estimated (Model 2). If this model fits to the 
data, the change pattern of intervention groups differs from the no change condition in the 
wait-list control group indicating that the CCET has an effect on the outcomes (stress 
communication, the partner’s dyadic coping, and the evaluation of dyadic coping). To test the 
dosage and format effect of the CCET in H2 we built two models using the data of the 
intervention groups only. In the first model, mean change scores were restricted to be equal 
across groups implying no dosage effect (Model 3). In the second model, mean change scores 
were allowed to differ between groups, using the original format of the CCET as reference for 
the multi-group comparison (Model 4). To test whether the amount of stress influences the 
change in dyadic coping skills (H3), we included stress parameters in the model to predict the 
initial level and the change of the outcome variables (Model 5 for everyday stress and Model 
6 for relationship stress). All analyses were run using MPlus7(Muthén&Muthén, 1998-2013) 
applying maximum likelihood(ML) estimator.  
Drop outs / Missing data 
The dropout rate in our sample was low (see Figure 1). We only included couples in the 
analysis that did adhere to the condition they were randomized to. We included auxiliary 
variables that predicted drop outs at follow-up 1 and 2. Using full information maximum 
likelihood (FIML) estimation led to unbiased results (Graham, 2009). 
Results 
Descriptives 
For a descriptive overview of the study variables see Table 10. Workload of participants 
was high for men, as the average time spent at work for men was 51 hours per week (full-time 
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employment in Switzerland contains 42 hours per week). There were no differences on 
relevant demographic characteristics or outcome variables between the four groups. But stress 
communication was significantly lower for women in the short CCET group than for the wait-
list control group at initial assessment, F(3, 154) = 2.93, p = .04. Dyadic coping outcomes did 
not correlate significantly with every day stress but were significantly negatively associated 
with relationship stress (-.70 < r < -.26, p < .05). 
Main Findings 
We tested hypothesis 1, assuming dyadic coping can be effectively increased by the CCET 
in dual earner couples. Model fits and model criteria to compare a zero change assumption 
(constrained model) to a model assuming enhancement in dyadic coping due to intervention 
effects (unconstrained model) are displayed in Table 11. Because fit indices (CFI, RMSEA 
and AIC) are better in Model 2 than in Model 1, Model 1 had to be rejected (see Table 11). 
This implies that there are significant differences in the mean structure of the outcome 
variables between the waiting-list control and the intervention groups. As Model 2 fits the 
data better than Model 1, we could therefore confirm our assumption that the CCET had a 
significant impact on dyadic coping, such as stress communication, dyadic coping of the 
partner and the evaluation of dyadic coping. Detailed results for Model 2 are displayed in 
Table 12 (left side of table), demonstrating unstandardized intercepts and changes scores over 
all intervention groups and effect sizes for each intervention group separately. Results for 
Model 2 with stress communication as outcome variable showed the following: For both 
women and men, stress communication was significantly higher at T4 (six months after the 
initial assessment) compared to the initial level, as we found significant change scores (CT4-
T1women= .33, p <.001; CT4-T1men= .30, p <.05). When analyzing Model 2 focusing dyadic 
coping of the partner as outcome variable, partner’s dyadic coping did not change 
significantly over time for women but it did for men. At T2 and T3, men rated the coping they 
received from their partner significantly higher than at the initial time of measurement (CT2-
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T1men = .26, p <.01; CT3-T1men= .23, p <.01). Men with lower dyadic coping received from their 
partner showed the most increasing effect (Interceptmen= -.29, p < .05). For Model 2 with 
evaluation of the dyadic coping as outcome variable, we found the same pattern for women 
and for men as for partner’s dyadic coping. But here, the training effect could also be found at 
T4. That is: women’s evaluation of dyadic coping did not change over time, but men’s 
evaluation of dyadic coping did increase compared to the initial time of measurement and 
stayed stable up to six months (CT2-T1men = .40, p < .01; CT3-T1men = .41, p < .01; CT4-T1men = 
.45, p < .01). Again, men reporting an ineffective dyadic coping at the initial assessment 
showed the highest increase in evaluating the dyadic coping more beneficial after the 
intervention (Interceptmen = -.34, p < .05). To classify these findings, we calculated effect 
sizes by dividing unstandardized change scores by the standard deviation of the variable at pre 
assessment(see Morris &DeShon, 2002). As shown in Table 12, for significant change scores 
we found respectable effect sizes of .37 to .60. This is in accordance with effect sizes of 
coping-oriented couples intervention reported by Randall and Bodenmann (2009).  
In hypothesis 2, we assumed that couples benefit most from the longest format of the 
CCET (standard CCET) compared to shorter formats (short and compact CCET). We tested 
Model 3 (constrained model, no change between the intervention groups) and 4 
(unconstrained model, assuming differences within the groups, using the original form of the 
CCET as reference group) to investigate whether we could find a dosage effect within our 
three different formats of the CCET. As Model 3 fits the data better than Model 4 for all 
outcome variables (see Table 11), no significant difference between the intervention groups 
on examined dyadic coping outcomes was found. Therefore, we had to reject our assumption 
that a longer format of the CCET is more beneficial for participants in terms of improving 
dyadic coping skills or its evaluation. 
According to previous studies taking the importance of stress for close relationships into 
consideration, we assumed in hypothesis 3 that high risk couples benefit more from the CCET 
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than low risk couples (in accordance with Halford et al., 2001). We tested Model 5 integrating 
every day stress and Model 6 integrating relationship stress respectively. To simplify the 
results and because we did not find any differences in the efficacy of the three different 
versions of the CCET (rejection of hypothesis 2), we analyzed the standard model, assuming 
all effects within the intervention groups to be equal. As can be seen in Table 11, model fit 
was good for Models 5 and 6 with stress communication and partner’s dyadic coping as 
outcome variables. For evaluation of dyadic coping, model fit was mediocre in Model 5 and 
poor in Model 6. Table 13 shows the unstandardized regression coefficients of Models 5 and 
6.  Everyday stress had a significant positive relationship with men’s change of stress 
communication at T3 compared to the baseline level (CT3-T1men = .47, p < .05). This means that 
men showing a higher baseline level of everyday stress showed a higher increase in stress 
communications three months after the intervention. We did not find significant associations 
between everyday stress and partner’s dyadic coping. This means that the changes in this 
variable were independent of the level of everyday stress couples experienced. Result for 
Model 6 revealed that women showing a higher relationship stress level, reported a more 
favorable evaluation of the dyadic coping up to three months after the intervention (CT2-
T1women = .41, p < .05; CT3-T1women = .29, p < .05).These results partially support Hypothesis 3, 
showing that couples experiencing higher levels of stress before the training showed higher 
positive change in dyadic coping outcomes. 
Discussion 
Due to the strong interconnection between work and close relationships, and the stress 
buffering effects of close relationships on stress, couple relationship education (RE) is a 
promising tool to enhance partner well-being and couple functioning. In the current study we 
evaluated the effect of an established RE program, Couple Coping Enhancement training 
(CCET), and examined dose and risk profile of couples as moderators of its effects. 
Consistent with Hypothesis 1, the various forms of CCET increased dyadic coping skills in 
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couples relative to the control. Contrary to Hypothesis 2, the longer format CCET was no 
more effective than the low dose formats. Consistent with Hypothesis 3, high risk couples 
who were experiencing more work and relationships stress benefited most from the CCET. 
Effects of Dose and Risk 
The positive overall effects of CCET replicate prior studies showing the efficacy of the 
CCET (Bodenmann & Randall, 2012; Cina, Widmer, & Bodenmann, 2002; Schaer et al., 
2008). Interestingly, men’s evaluation of their partners’ dyadic coping (how women coped) 
increased more than women’s evaluation of their partners’ coping (how men coped). 
Moreover, only women’s stress communication increased. Several prior studies have shown 
that women tend to benefit more from RE than men (Halford et al., 2010; Hawkins et al., 
2008; Thomas Ledermann et al., 2007), which raises the question if the CCET has to be 
adapted to address men’s expectations and skill training needs.  
The three formats of CCET (short: eight hours of training accompanied by self-learning 
DVD; compact: 12 hours of training with coaches; standard:15 hours of training with 
supervised exercises) were equivalent in their effects. Notably, the combination of a self-
learning DVD and just 8 hours of training showed similar effects as the standard 15 hour 
version of CCET. This short format of the CCET is more economical than the original 
version, and the time commitment for participants is lower, which might be of particular 
importance to dual earner couples. These findings replicate prior research that partially self-
directed learning can be used effectively in RE (Halford et al., 2010; McAllister, Duncan, & 
Hawkins, 2012), and extend that work by showing that a combination of self-directed and 
face-to-face learning is as effective as all face-to-face learning.  
As predicted being under high stress, which places couple at high risk for relationship 
distress, was associated with greater benefit from CCET. This finding replicates the general 
finding from much of RE that high risk couples tend to show the most benefit from RE 
(Halford & Bodenmann, 2013). Importantly the current study was the first to specifically 
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examine the moderating effect of stress on response to RE. In particular, high relationship 
stressors were negatively associated with the initial level of dyadic coping for women and 
men, and the greater the gains in dyadic coping. High daily life stressors showed a less 
consistent association with CCET response. In women, but not men, predicted low initial 
dyadic coping before RE, and high gains in dyadic coping after RE. For men high everyday 
stressors did predict greater change at follow-up 1 (and by trend for follow-up 2) on stress 
communication.  
Strengths &Limitations 
Our study has several limitations. First, all data was based on self-reports, and it is 
possible that common method variance is biasing results. Second, although our sample size 
was similar or larger than most other published evaluations of relationship education, with 
approximately 40 dual earner couples per group that did limit our power to detect differential 
intervention effects for the different doses of CEET. Third, as we used a wait list control it 
was not possible to show specific effect of CCET. The mere fact that the couple engaged in 
RE, and had discussions about their relationship might have a positive effect independent of 
the content of CCET. Fourth, we had a relatively short follow-up of six months. Often effects 
of RE are evident for 3, 4 or more years (Halford & Bodenmann, 2013) and these long term 
effects are crucial  important to test with CCET. 
Beside these limitations, our study clearly has some strength. First, we conducted the first 
randomized controlled trail directly assessing dose effects, and one of only a small number of 
studies assessing risk. Our analyses controlled for the interdependences of couples’ data, and 
allowed testing of moderation effects. In sum, this study makes a contribution to the emerging 
research about relationship education. For dual earner couples, facing demands from the work 
and home domain simultaneously, it is a promising finding that they can strengthen their 
relationship with a relatively short time investment. We believe that the CCET is a valuable 
option to strengthen couples coping skills in order to be prepared for times of high distress. 
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Table 9 Study 3: Sample Characteristics 
Sample Characteristics 
Variables Women 
 
Men 
Age in years (M, SD) 40.14 (7.80) 
 
42.35 (8.29) 
Relationship duration in years (M, SD) 13.24 (8.09) 
 
13.44 (8.10) 
Work hours / week (M, SD) 39.69 (17.34) 
 
50.54 (17.57) 
Education = bachelor degree or higher (n, %) 113 (73.38)  112 (72.73) 
Note. N = 159 couples. No significant differences between all four groups.  
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Table 10 Study 3: Descriptive Characteristics (pre assessment) 
Descriptive Characteristics (pre assessment) 
  Descriptives   Correlations (all groups) 
 
Waiting-list control 
 
Short CCET 
 
Compact CCET 
 
Original CCET   
      
 
Women 
 
Men 
 
Women 
 
Men 
 
Women 
 
Men 
 
Women 
 
Men 
       M (SD) 
 
M (SD) 
 
M (SD) 
 
M (SD) 
 
M (SD) 
 
M (SD) 
 
M (SD) 
 
M (SD) 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 Stress Communication 
 
3.81 
(.82) 
 
3.18 
(.84) 
 
3.34 
(.95) 
 
3.12 
(.67) 
 
3.46 
(.80) 
 
2.82 
(.81) 
 
3.43 
(.75) 
 
3.06 
(.60) 
 
.19 
 
.46 
 
.39 
 
-.08 
 
-.26 
 
2 Partner's dyadic coping 
 
3.76 
(.74) 
 
3.97 
(.62) 
 
3.51 
(.80) 
 
3.63 
(.77) 
 
3.55 
(.80) 
 
3.67 
(.67) 
 
3.64 
(.61) 
 
3.76 
(.60) 
 
.29 
 
.30 
 
.81 
 
-.10 
 
-.69 
 
3 Evaluation of coping 
 
3.40 
(1.06) 
 
3.78 
(.73) 
 
3.28 
(1.04) 
 
3.44 
(.99) 
 
3.24 
(1.10) 
 
3.33 
(.90) 
 
3.32 
(.84) 
 
3.42 
(.79) 
 
.33 
 
.70 
 
.27 
 
-.17 
 
-.70 
 
4 Everyday stress 
 
2.12 
(.36) 
 
1.99 
(.46) 
 
2.22 
(.52) 
 
2.11 
(.41) 
 
2.24 
(.49) 
 
2.06 
(.48) 
 
2.18 
(.50) 
 
2.10 
(.41) 
 
-.08 
 
-.14 
 
-.15 
 
.20 
 
.37 
 
5 Relationship stress 
 
1.98 
(.50)   
1.95 
(.58)   
2.29 
(.82)   
1.94 
(.53)   
2.10 
(.66)   
1.95 
(.54)   
2.06 
(.56)   
1.84 
(.38)   
-.13 
 
-.57 
 
-.63 
 
.37 
 
.49 
 
Note. Correlations above the diagonal are women’s; under the diagonal are men's. Correlations between women and men are displayed along the 
diagonal. p< .05. 
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Table 11 Study 3: Model Fits for Testing Hypotheses 1-3 
Model Fits for Testing Hypotheses 1-3 
  
Model 1: Zero 
change 
(df = 40 )   
Model 2: 
Intervention 
Change (df = 32)   
Model 3: No 
dosage effect 
(df = 32)   
Model 4: Dosage 
effect 
(df = 18)   
Model 5: 
External stress  
(df = 80)   
Model 6: 
Relationship 
stress (df = 80) 
 
SC DCP EDC   SC DCP EDC   SC DCP EDC   SC DCP EDC   SC DCP EDC   SC DCP EDC 
CFI .98 .99 .97 
 
1.00 1.00 .99 
 
1.00 1.00 .99 
 
.99 1.00 1.00 
 
1.00 1.00 .98 
 
.99 .99 .96 
RMSEA .08 .08 .10 
 
.00 .04 .07 
 
.00 .06 .04 
 
.08 .00 .00 
 
.00 .00 .07 
 
.04 .05 .11 
AIC 2239 1611 2501 
 
2236 1611 2499 
 
1681 1237 1912 
 
1923 1241 1683 
 
2231 1619 2493 
 
2205 1433 2261 
Note. Model 1 assuming no differences between groups, Model 2 assuming significant change in intervention groups, Model 3 assuming no 
difference in change between intervention groups (no dosage effect), Model 4 assuming short format of CCET to be least effective, Model 5 
integrating everyday stress in the model, Model 6 integrating relationship stress in the model. SC = Stress communication, DCP = Partner’s 
dyadic coping, EDC = Evaluation of dyadic coping. 
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Table 12 Study 3: Results for Model 2: Unstandardized Intercepts and Change Scores, and Effect Sizes 
Results for Model 2: Unstandardized Intercepts and Change Scores, and Effect Sizes 
  Unst. parameters   Effectsizes 
 
  Outcome variable 
 
Short CCET 
 
Compact CCET 
 
Original CCET 
 
SC DCP EDC   SC DCP EDC   SC DCP EDC   SC DCP EDC 
Women 
               Intercept -.41 -.21 -.09 
            
   Change scores                
CT2-T1 .13 .07 .13 
 
.19 .09 .13 
 
.16 .09 .12 
 
.24 .12 .16 
CT3-T1 .21 .02 -.03 
 
.31 .03 .03 
 
.26 .03 .03 
 
.38 .03 .04 
CT4-T1 .33 .07 -.17 
 
.49 .09 .17 
 
.42 .09 .16 
 
.60 .12 .21 
Men 
               
Intercept -.10 -.29 -.34 
            
   Change scores                
CT2-T1 .04 .26 .40 
 
.06 .34 .41 
 
.05 .39 .45 
 
.07 .44 .51 
CT3-T1 .12 .23 .41 
 
.19 .30 .42 
 
.15 .34 .46 
 
.20 .39 .53 
CT4-T1 .30 .13 .45   .47 .17 .46   .37 .19 .50   .51 .22 .58 
Note. Parameters displayed for Model 2 integrating all forms of CCET for a specific 
outcome variable: SC = Stress communication, DCP = Partner’s dyadic coping, EDC = 
Evaluation of dyadic coping.CT2-T1change score at post assessment, CT3-T1change score at 
follow-up 1, CT4-T1change score at follow-up 2. Significant changes are in bold (p< .05, two 
tailed). Effect sizes were calculated by dividing unstandardized change scores by the standard 
deviation of the variable at T1.  
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Table 13 Study 3: Unstandardized Intercepts and Change Scores for Models Integrating Initial Stress Level 
Unstandardized Intercepts and Change Scores for Models Integrating Initial Stress Level 
 
Model 5 
Everyday stress 
 
Model 6 
Relationship stress 
 
SC DCP EDC   SC DCP EDC 
Women 
       
Stress ->Intercept -.20† -.14 -.59 
 
-.28† -.78† -1.11 
Stress -> CT1T2 .05† .02 .41 
 
.04† .13† .44 
Stress -> CT1-T3 .09† -.05 .09 
 
.21† .16† .29 
Stress -> CT1-T4 .11† .04 .06 
 
.10† .14† .31 
Men 
       
Stress ->Intercept -.22† -.19 -.19 
 
.22† -.78† -1.03 
Stress -> CT1T2 .14† .04 .01 
 
.16† .15† .15 
Stress -> CT1-T3 .47† .12 .11 
 
.10† .21† .23 
Stress -> CT1-T4 .37† .11 .06 
 
.19† .18† .12 
Note. Parameters displayed for Model 5 and 6 integrating all forms of CCET for a specific 
outcome variable: SC = Stress communication, DCP = Partner’s dyadic coping, EDC = 
Evaluation of dyadic coping. CT2-T1change score at post assessment, CT3-T1change score at 
follow-up 1, CT4-T1change score at follow-up 2. Significant changes are in bold (p< .05, two 
tailed). 
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Figure 5.Flow Chart. To analyze data, the full information maximum likelihood estimator (FIML) was used. 
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Figure 6. Latent change model for two factors (women and men) for outcomes of dyadic 
coping. I = latent intercept, C = latent change score. Enhancement by including covariates (Z; 
everyday stress / relationship stress) in the model in dotted line (Model 5 and 6). 
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5.2  The effect of the CCET on work-related outcomes in dual-earner couples (Study 4)6 
Positive spillover of skills across domains. Increasing job satisfaction, work performance 
and decreasing burnout risk by a preventive relationship education program in dual 
earner couples 
Abstract 
The present study tested spillover and crossover effects of dyadic coping skills on work-
related outcomes, such as job satisfaction, work performance and burnout risk in dual earner 
couples. A preventive relationship education program was used to enhance dyadic coping. N 
= 159 dual earner couples were assigned to the intervention or the waiting-list control group. 
Data was collected by self-report questionnaires. Latent difference analyses using longitudinal 
dyadic data showed higher job satisfaction and work performance, especially for men and 
reduced burnout risk, especially for women in the intervention group compared to the 
waiting-list control group. The effects were stable over six months. As the work and home 
domain are closely interconnected, combining both domains for stress interventions is the best 
practice for enhancing satisfaction and performance and reducing strain in dual earner 
couples. 
Introduction 
In recent years, the number of dual earner couples increased. Up to date, the rate of dual 
earner couples is approximately 59% in the United States or 65%  in the OECD nations 
respectively (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2012; OECD, 2012). Consequently, attention 
given to research on work and family issues raised and has continued ever since, examining 
the dynamics in dual earner couples. The boundaries between work and home can be 
dissolved and permeable. The conflict between the two domains is already a persistent 
                                                 
6
 Paper by Corina A. Merz, Fridtjof W. Nussbeck, David M. Almeida and Guy Bodenmann. This study was 
supported by the foundation for empirical research of the University of Zurich. This paper will be submitted to 
the Journal of Applied Psychology. 
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stressor for many employees (Byron, 2005), yet, this might be especially the case for dual 
earner couples. These sometimes blurred lines between the two domains are additionally 
strained by increasing levels of stress due to rising work hours and workload, sharpened pace 
and intensity of work (e.g., Kossek & Distelberg, 2009). Overall, an increasing amount of 
stress can be observed that can have several negative effects. For example for companies, 
stress might be costly in terms of higher levels of abseentism, loss of productivity, raised 
health care consumption and decrease in organizational commitment (Eby et al., 2005).Work-
related stress can also have negative consequences for employees’ job satisfaction 
(Motowidlo et al., 1986), work performance (Gilboa et al., 2008; LePine et al., 2005), and 
health by raising the risk of burning out (Halbesleben, 2006). However, dual earner couples 
do not only face work-related stressors but also relationship stressors as they share the 
responsibility for earning money and organizing household tasks (Parasuraman & Greenhaus, 
2002). Negative effects on work-related outcomes were not only found for stressors 
originating within the work-context but also for those originating in the close relationship.  
For example, stress within the home domain showed a significant negative association with 
job satisfaction (Eby et al., 2005), and work performance (Allen et al., 2000), and a positive 
relation to burnout risk (Peeters et al., 2005). This negative cross-domain influence of stress 
in one domain (e.g., close relationship) to the other domain (e.g., work) is called spillover. 
Spillover can be defined as the extent to which participation in one domain impacts 
participation in another domain, therefore referring to an intra-individual cross-domain 
mechanism. This means that experiencing stress at work may lead to stress at home, for 
example. A further mechanism that has to be considered in stress processes in dual earner 
couples is crossover. Stress can transfer (cross over) between partners, and factors one partner 
has to deal with can affect the other partner  (Bolger, DeLongis, Kessler, & Wethington, 
1989). Crossover hence refers to an inter-individual transmission of stress and strain. If one of 
the partners is not able to cope with her/his stressors individually, this can lead to stress 
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contagion of the other partner which is especially likely in dual earner couples facing a high 
level of work and family demands. 
Positive Interconnection of Work and Close Relationships and within Dual Earner 
Couples 
Work and relationship can influence each other not only in negative but also in positive 
ways and up to date, research about the positive aspects is increasing (Grzywacz & Marks, 
2000). According to the work–family enrichment theory (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006) 
resources can transfer across domains. Resources that are generated in one domain (e.g., 
home) may result in increased functioning in the other domain (e.g., work) because they can 
be reinvested. Two pathways facilitate the mutual augmentation of work and home domain 
resources. First, there is an instrumental pathway where skills are transferred directly from 
one domain to another. For instance, resources developed in the relationship domain such as 
relational coping skills may lead to higher performance at work, as they can be used to better 
cope with stressors arising at work (in accordance with findings from van Steenbergen et al., 
2007). Second there is an affective pathway where resources from one domain indirectly 
influence functioning at the other domain through positive affect. That is, receiving extensive 
resources in one domain (e.g., support of the intimate partner), can increase the positive affect 
experienced in the very same domain (e.g., sense of achievement in dealing with stressors), 
which, in turn, facilitates the level of functioning in the other domain (e.g., work 
performance). For a long time, research neglected crossover effects of positive and negative 
experiences within couples (Parasuraman & Greenhaus, 2002). There are only a few studies 
that detected positive crossover effects, mainly examining work related skills, such as work 
engagement or vigor (Bakker & Demerouti, 2009; Westman, Etzion, & Chen, 2009).  
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The Role of Dyadic Coping in the Positive Association Between Work and Close 
Relationships 
One possible resource that can be transferred across domains is dyadic coping. According 
to the systemic-transactional model of dyadic coping (Bodenmann, 2005), a healthy 
relationship can attenuate the negative impact of stress. Within this theoretical framework, 
dyadic coping is defined as a mutual coping process involving both partners in 
communicating stress, responding supportively to the partner’s stress signals, delegating tasks 
in stressful situations, or engaging jointly in dealing with stressors. Supportive dyadic coping 
for example can include helping the partner with daily tasks (problem-focused) or offering 
empathic understanding or expressing solidarity with the partner (emotion-focused). 
Therefore, stress and coping are representing an interdependent process. The intimate partner is 
an important resource and buffer against the impact of stressful events (Bodenmann, 2005) , 
which can be of special importance for dual earner couples as they are living on the interface 
of work and home.  
To date, there is little research examining the association between dyadic coping and work 
related outcomes. Most studies in occupational psychology investigating buffering impacts of 
coping do not differentiate between support received by the partner (dyadic coping) or by 
other family members (family support). Studies examining support from the intimate partner 
showed that higher support from the partner leads to higher levels of work satisfaction (Bures, 
Henderson, Mayfield, Mayfield, & Worley, 2011) and is significantly associated with work 
performance (Baruch-Feldman, Brondolo, Ben-Dayan, & Schwartz, 2002). In addition, 
support from the intimate partner can be highly beneficial in reducing strains such as 
emotional exhaustion (Baruch-Feldman et al., 2002; Halbesleben, Wheeler, & Rossi, 2012; 
Schaer et al., 2008).  
Stress Interventions on the Interface of Work and Close Relationships 
Considering the increasing amount of stress and the negative consequences for dual earner 
couples, it is critical to investigate how stress can best be buffered. Useful tools for companies 
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to reduce the negative impact of stress are stress interventions. These interventions include 
any activity that focuses on reducing the presence of work-related stressors or on assisting 
employees to minimize the negative outcomes of exposure to these stressors, for example by 
enhancing the ability to cope with stress (Ivancevich, Matteson, Freedman, & Phillips, 1990). 
Up to date, only a small percentage of employees suffering from distress receive intervention 
(e.g. Hilton et al., 2008) and the mainstream of existing stress interventions is individually 
focused (e.g., Richardson & Rothstein, 2008). Most of the programs do not account for the 
interplay of work and home or the interdependence of stress processes within persons. Of the 
studied stress interventions, cognitive-behavioral interventions were the most frequently used 
and showed the largest effect sizes compared to other stress interventions, such as meditation 
(Bellarosa & Chen, 1997; Richardson & Rothstein, 2008; van der Klink, Blonk, Schene, & 
van Dijk, 2001).  
Even though in the past few years an increase in research articles addressing interventions 
focusing on reducing the negative effect of stress on work outcomes can be registered 
(Ruotsalainen et al., 2006), development of interventions combining both the occupational 
and private sphere of employees is still in fledgling stages. Those interventions combining 
both work and personal domain, such as work-family interventions are mostly focusing on  
factual support (e.g., family site child care) or supervisor support (e.g., work-family specific 
supervisor support) (Kossek, Pichler, Bodner, & Hammer, 2011). Taking the empirical 
findings on the positive interplay of work and close relationships and the stress buffering 
effect of dyadic coping into consideration, stress interventions that consider both the work and 
home domain into account seem to be a promising approach to reduce stress related 
consequences for employees.  
Bridging the gap: The Couples Coping Enhancement Training 
The Couples Coping Enhancement Training (CCET; Bodenmann &Shantinath, 2004) is a 
cognitive-behavioral based  relationship education program that is designed to equip (dual 
earner) couples with skills and resources to adequately cope with stress. Important about this 
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concept is that both partners are involved in the intervention rendering it a dyadic rather than 
an individual approach. The CCET has been used as an organizational preventive stress 
intervention and has shown to effectively enhance dyadic coping skills, strengthen 
relationship quality, ameliorate life satisfaction and reduce burnout risk (Bodenmann et al., 
2006; Thomas Ledermann et al., 2007; Merz, Nussbeck, Halford, & Bodenmann, 2014; 
Schaer et al., 2008). Information about stress, improvement of dyadic communication and 
problem-solving and enhancement of dyadic coping are major components of the training that 
is delivered by professional providers. Providers receive 30 hours of supervision prior to 
displaying the training and follow the manual to assure treatment fidelity. Supervised role-
plays, self-diagnostic exercises and video demonstrations are implemented. The average time 
couples spent with training was 12 hours, provided as a weekend course. 
Hypotheses 
Previous research carved out the beneficial effects of dyadic coping in the work domain 
(e.g., Schaer et al., 2008). According to the propositions of the work-family enrichment theory 
established by Greenhaus and Powell (2006) and the findings based on the systemic-
transactional model of dyadic coping (Bodenmann, 2005), we believe that dyadic coping 
skills can be transferred across domains, from the home domain to work, and have beneficial 
effects for the latter. That is, if dyadic coping skills are strengthened within dual earner 
couples, this will lead to an improvement of work-related outcomes for each partner. Based 
on this assumption, we investigated the following hypotheses based on spillover and 
crossover mechanisms by examining the effects of the CCET on cognitive, behavioral and 
stress-related outcomes: job satisfaction, work performance and burnout risk (three of the 
most frequently studied construct in work-family psychology; Eby et al., 2005). 
Hypothesis 1. Previous research showed that support by the partner is a significant 
predictor of job satisfaction (Ford et al., 2007). Therefore we hypothesize that, strengthened 
dyadic coping skills spill over into the work domain and show positive effects on job 
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satisfaction (as a cognitive evaluation of the job) for the intervention group participating in 
the CCET.  
Hypothesis 2. There is considerable evidence that support by the partner positively relates 
to work performance (Baruch-Feldman et al., 2002). Hence we assume that participating in 
the CCET is positively associated with behavioral work-related outcomes, such as higher 
work performance in dual earner couples. 
Hypothesis 3. Support by the partner has shown to also have beneficial effects on 
emotions. It has been shown that dyadic coping can reduce the risk of burning out 
(Halbesleben et al., 2012; Schaer et al., 2008). Thus we test the notion that the CCET can lead 
to a decrease of perceived burnout risk in dual earner couples over the time course. 
Hypothesis 4: There is evidence for positive crossover of work-related outcomes (Bakker 
& Demerouti, 2009; Westman et al., 2009). We assume that there is a beneficial crossover 
effect of job satisfaction, work performance and burnout risk between partners. This means 
that the higher the change in one partner, the higher the change in the other partner, showing 
positive dynamics of change within dual earner couples. For example, if burnout risk in one 
partner decreases, this should lead to a decrease of this risk in the other partner. 
Methods 
Sample 
Descriptive information about the sample is displayed in Table 14. Participants were 
recruited by two ways. First they were recruited by their employer, where the HR managers 
set advertisement via intranet that was open to all employees. Second we recruited couples by 
newspaper articles and lifestyle magazines that were addressed all dual earner couples. 
Eligible couples could sign up for the study online; meeting the inclusion criteria was checked 
by a subsequent telephone screening. Inclusion criteria were the following: participants had to 
be in a long term heterosexual relationship for at least one year, both partners had to work a 
minimum of 18 hours per week and they did not have any burnout symptoms (non-clinical 
level of stress) nor were they in a severe relationship crisis. Both partners had to be willing to 
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participate in the training. In total, 199 couples were interested in the study. Out of these, 168 
couples met the inclusion criteria and were randomly (in a ration of 3:1) assigned either to the 
intervention group or the waiting-list control group. Couples who withdraw from the study 
before the training, who did not finish the full training or who showed low compliance (e.g., 
refusing to participate in supervised exercises during the training) were excluded from the 
analysis. The final sample consisted of N = 159 dual earner couples. Women were M = 40.14 
(SD = 7.80) years in average, men M = 42.35 (SD = 8.29) and were in a relationship for M = 
13.24 (SD = 8.09) years. The majority of the sample earned a bachelor degree or higher 
(women: 73.38%, men: 72.73%) Most women worked in the health or education sector, most 
men in the finance or engineering sector. Average tenure with current organization was 
Mwomen = 7.71 (SDwomen = 5.98) or Mmen = 9.27 (SDmen = 7.38) years. Participants worked in 
average Mwomen = 39.69 (SDwomen = 17.34) or Mmen = 50.54 (SDmen = 17.57) hours per week 
(42 hours per week representing a full-time job in Switzerland). 
Manipulation check 
At post assessment and both follow-up assessments, participants were asked how often 
they applied what they learned about dyadic communication and dyadic coping in the CCET 
in everyday life. Over all assessments, participants reported to express stress explicitly 
(Mwomen = 2.61, SDwomen = 0.59; Mmen = 2.34, SDmen = 0.63), to support the partner in stressful 
situations (Mwomen = 2.50, SDwomen =0 .70; Mmen = 2.46, SDmen =0 .69), and jointly deal with 
stressors (Mwomen = 2.25, SDwomen = 0.64; Mmen = 2.01, SDmen = 0.61), in many to most cases. 
Items were rated on a 4 point likert-scale (1 = never, 2 = many times, 3 = mostly, 4 = always). 
A previous study showed that the CCET could significantly enhance stress communication 
and dyadic coping in dual earner couples (Merz et al., 2014). 
Procedure 
Data was collected by self-report questionnaires. Pre assessment was two weeks before 
the intervention, follow-up 1 (FU1) three months after and follow-up 2 (FU2) six months after 
the training. Intervals were the same for the waiting-list control group. All study procedures 
5 Impact of the CCET on Couple- and Work-Related Outcomes 
102 
were approved by the local ethical commission and participants signed informed consent for 
the study. Participants did not receive financial incentives to fill out the questionnaires or 
participate in the intervention. 
Measures 
Job satisfaction. Job satisfaction was measured via three items based on the scale 
developed by Camman, Fishman, Jenkins, and Klesh (1979), a brief but valid measure of 
global job satisfaction (Bowling & Hammond, 2008). Participants had to evaluate on a 7 point 
Likert-scale whether they agreed to the statements (e.g., “All in all, I like my job”; 1 = I 
strongly disagree, 7 = I strongly agree). Internal consistency was adequate for all assessments 
(Cronbach’s αwomen = .81-.84, Cronbach’s αmen = .82-.87). 
Work performance. The rating of work performance was based on a qualitative self-
assessment of six different performance dimensions. For example, on a 7 point Likert-scale 
participants had to rate whether they agreed on being effective or showing a good work 
outcome (1 = I strongly disagree, 7 = I strongly agree). Internal consistency was adequate 
across all assessments (Cronbach’s αwomen = .77 - .87, Cronbach’s αmen = .76-.88). 
Burnout. Burnout risk was assessed with a 10-item short form of the Maslach Burnout 
Inventory (Maslach & Jackson, 1981). Emotional exhaustion (e.g., ‘I feel emotionally  
drained from  my work’) and personal accomplishment (e.g., ‘I feel I’m positively influencing 
other people’s lives through my work’) were assessed with three items, and depersonalization 
(e.g. ‘I’ve become more callous toward people since I took this job’) with four items. 
Cronbach’s αwomen = .74 - .80, Cronbach’s αmen =  .78-.85. 
Data analysis 
We used Mplus 7.1 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2013) to estimate bivariate latent change 
score models (see McArdle, 2009). That is, we specified a longitudinal change process of 
each work-related outcome for the female and male partners simultaneously. This model (see 
Figure 1) combines two latent change score models allowing for the examination of change 
over time within a person (women or men) as well as the interdependence of change over time 
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within couples. Therefore, effects within a partner represent spillover effects, as we enhanced 
dyadic coping skills by the CCET and examine the effect on work-related outcomes. Effects 
between partners represent crossover effects, for example if the change of one partner leads to 
a change in the other partner. A multi-group approach was used to compare model parameters 
of the intervention group against the wait-list control group, revealing general intervention 
effects. We built a model indicating no (zero) change on the outcome variables in the wait-list 
control group whereas change in the intervention group was freely estimated. We used full 
information maximum likelihood estimation to handle missing data (FIML), which results in 
unbiased parameter estimates and appropriate standard errors when data are missing at 
random (MAR) (for a discussion about best practice, see e.g., Schafer & Graham, 2002). 
Measurement invariance restrictions (intercepts and loadings of manifest variables) were 
imposed. Model fit was evaluated using the χ2 statistic and the comparative fit index (CFI) 
and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA). CFI values above .95 indicated 
good and values between .90 and .95 indicated adequate model fit. RMSEA values below .05 
indicated a good and values between .06 and .08 indicated an adequate fit (Hu & Bentler, 
1999). 
Results 
Table 14 reports means and standard deviations for the examined work outcomes across 
all assessments. As can be seen, women and men reported medium to high job satisfaction 
and work performance. Strain due to burnout was mediocre. For the pre assessment (two 
weeks before the training for intervention groups), we found no significant mean differences 
across genders or between the waitlist-control and the intervention group. 
Spillover effects 
We first report the findings for the hypothesized spillover effect across domains, 
specifically from enhanced dyadic coping skills to work related outcomes (cf. Hypothesis 1, 2 
and 3). As displayed in Table 15, the bivariate latent change score models for all outcome 
variables fitted reasonably well to the data. Consistent with Hypothesis 1, we found 
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significant positive change scores in job satisfaction for men in the intervention group (C2-
1men= .32, p < .05, C3-1men= .37, p < .05) compared to the waiting-list control group. However, 
the change scores in job satisfaction were also positive but not significant for women. 
We examined the positive effect of the CCET on work performance (cf. Hypothesis 2). 
Table 15 shows that there is a positive spillover effect on work performance for both genders. 
For women, the effect was only significant for the short time-follow up (C2-1women= .31, p < 
.05) whereas for men the effect was still significantly detectable six months after the training 
(C2-1men= .53, p < .001, C3-1men= .41, p < .05).  
To test beneficial effects on stress-related outcomes, we tested if the risk to burn out could 
be prevented by participating in the CCET (cf. Hypothesis 3). We found partial support for 
our hypothesis and could partially replicate findings about the efficacy of the CCET in 
reducing burnout risk (Schaer et al., 2008). That is, all change scores for the intervention 
group were negative, showing that the higher the coping skills, the lower the burnout risk. 
Nevertheless, only the long-term effect of the CCET for women turned out to be significant 
(C2-1women= -.33, p < .05), indicating gender specific effects as for job satisfaction. 
Overall, effect sizes for changes in work related outcomes were small to moderate, but 
comparable to effect sizes found for other relationship education programs examining 
relationship outcomes (Hawkins et al., 2008) or workplace stress interventions examining  
work-related outcomes (Bellarosa & Chen, 1997; Richardson & Rothstein, 2008; van der 
Klink et al., 2001). 
Crossover effects 
Table 16 reveals intercorrelations of intercepts and change scores between the two 
partners of each work-related outcome that were tested to investigate crossover effects 
between partners as assumed in Hypothesis 4. To our surprise, we found no significant 
crossover effects for any of the variables of interest. We could only detect actor effects for all 
outcomes. That is, for example, the lower the job satisfaction for women at pre assessment, 
the higher their positive change on both follow-up assessments (r = -.32, p < .01 or r = -.58, p 
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< .01). Furthermore, a positive change at follow-up 1 was positively significantly related to a 
positive change at follow-up 2 (r = .51, p < .001).  
Discussion 
Based on insights of the work-family enrichment theory established by Greenhaus and 
Powell (2006) and the systemic-transactional model of dyadic coping (Bodenmann, 2005), the 
purpose of this study was to examine positive spillover across domains. Specifically we 
examined the spillover of dyadic coping skills on work-related outcomes such as job 
satisfaction, work performance and burnout risk in dual earner couples by examining the 
efficacy of the CCET (Bodenmann & Shantinath, 2004), a preventive relationship education 
program. Furthermore, with our dyadic analysis we were able to investigate crossover effects 
between partners. Overall, we wanted to find out if the combination of the work and home 
domain within stress interventions is best practice for reducing strain in dual earner couples.   
There is a lack of work-family interventions focusing on both members of couples and 
accounting for the interdependence within couples. Crossover effects have rarely been 
examined and research on gender differences has not been done often. Furthermore previous 
research had a narrow scope on the negative interference of work and home and did not focus 
on the positive interdependence of both domains (Eby, Maher, & Butts, 2010; Parasuraman & 
Greenhaus, 2002). Our study contributes to the existing research in a way that we wanted to 
fill these existing research gaps with our dyadic approach. 
Positive spillover effects 
As our results show, we found significant cross domain effects of the CCET. Compared to 
a waiting-list control group, job satisfaction and work performance was higher after the 
training, especially for men. Moreover, burnout risk decreased, especially for women. This 
indicates that the CCET has beneficial effect on several different work related outcomes: 
cognition (evaluation of job satisfaction), behavior (work performance) and emotion (burnout 
risk). Effect sizes were reasonable and comparable to other studies investigating stress 
interventions.  Of special importance is that dyadic coping, enhanced by the CCET, is a 
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conceptually distal construct from work-related outcomes, such as work performance. 
Nevertheless, we found positive cross domain effects. This finding highlights the importance 
of close relationships for the work domain and underlines the impact the home domain can 
have on work. Of special importance is that, within the CCET, work related stressor were not 
specially targeted, the main focus was on relationship issues. Strengthening the close 
relationship therefore effected the work domain directly. 
Interestingly, no crossover effects were found within the dual earner couples. As 
intervention effects so far have rarely been examined within the work-family research, further 
studies are needed to investigate the mechanisms of transmission of intervention effects 
among the partners of a close relationship. 
Gender differences 
We found gender differences in the change of outcome variables over time. Job 
satisfaction was only enhanced for men and burnout risk was only reduced for women in the 
intervention group. Previous studies investigating spillover effects showed that home-to-work 
stress contagion occurred more strongly among men than women (Bolger, DeLongis, Kessler, 
& Wethington, 1989).The same might be the case for positive experiences, such as dyadic 
coping and its impact on job satisfaction. Furthermore, men may generally profit more from 
the support of their partner than women, as women tend to be more supportive than men 
(Larson & Almeida, 1999) and that the support provided by women is more predictive, 
especially when regarding relationship outcomes, such as marital satisfaction (Pasch & 
Bradbury, 1998). In terms of the gender differences on outcomes of burnout risk, one possible 
explanation could be that burnout occurs more often in women compared to men in dual 
earner couples (Maslach & Jackson, 1981). Therefore, the burnout risk is not as relevant for 
men as for women and targeting this outcome in men therefore probably was not effective. 
Yet, further studies examining these differences seem warranted. 
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Strengths and Limitations 
Several limitations have to be discussed. First, we used self-report data which implies a 
personal bias. Work performance for example could also be measured by supervisor ratings or 
objective work outcome measures. Second, our follow-up of six months was relatively short.  
Examining the long term effects would reveal if the beneficial effect of the CCET persisted 
over time. The third limitation concerns the sample. The size of the control group in 
comparison to the intervention group was relatively small which may have affected the ability 
to detect effects. Furthermore, our sample included mostly well educated heterosexual 
couples. As research has shown, the most distressed participants benefit the most form 
preventive intervention in both worksite interventions and relationship education programs 
(Halford et al., 2001; LaMontagne, Keegel, Louie, Ostry, & Landsbergis, 2007; van der Klink 
et al., 2001). We could probably find stronger effects by targeting a group of highly stressed 
couples, such as working poor or dual career couples.  
The strengths of our study are the following: Research on the work–home interface has 
focused on the experiences of individuals and failed to account for both members of couples 
(Eby et al., 2010; Parasuraman & Greenhaus, 2002). This study fills this gap by employing 
the APIM to analyze the data at the dyadic level. Thus, we were able to detect specific 
intervention effects for both partners of the couple and the interdependence within the couple 
(spillover and crossover effects). A main advantage of the CCET is the low time investment 
of about 15 hours on a single weekend compared to other work-site stress interventions that 
can take several weeks (Richardson & Rothstein, 2008). Because the CCET does not focus on 
particular job occupations, it is therefore applicable for mostly all kind of occupational fields.  
Both low time investment and independence of the occupational field make it easy to 
implement the CCET in organizations. Furthermore, the CCET takes advantage of the blurred 
boundaries between the work and home domain. This leads to a win-win situation for both 
participating employees and organizations. Not only are the communications skills within the 
dyad strengthened, leading to a happier relationship, but these skills can also be beneficially 
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used at the workplace. In summary, the data confirmed hypotheses about the relationship of 
dyadic coping job satisfaction, work performance and burnout but highlight the complexity of 
the relationships. 
Practical Implications and Conclusion 
This study investigated the efficacy of the CCET and examined the effect on job 
satisfaction, work performance and burnout risk.  Results indicate that dyadic coping in dual 
earner couples is a boundary-spanning resource that can generate cross-domain benefits from 
home to work. Support of the partner is expanded outside the home domain, improving 
employees potential also in the work domain, demonstrating that work and family life can 
enrich each other. These results suggest that organizations cannot optimize employee 
satisfaction, performance and burnout risk without considering non-work experiences.  In 
consequence, companies should consider spillover processes in implementing new forms of 
stress interventions, accounting for the interplay of both the work and home domain. We 
believe that stress interventions using positive synergies between work and home domain are 
an ideal solution to support employees in dual earner families. 
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Table 14 Study 4: Means and standard deviations of study variables per group for each assessment for N = 159 dual earner couples 
Means and standard deviations of study variables per group for each assessment for N = 159 dual earner couples 
    Waiting-list control      CCET Intervention   
Scale Gender MT1 SDT1 MT2 SDT2 MT3 SDT3   MT1 SDT1 MT2 SDT2 MT3 SDT3 
Job satisfaction Women 5.11 1.39 4.92 1.47 4.96 1.22  5.55 1.21 5.14 1.28 5.20 1.22 
Job satisfaction Men 5.24 1.31 4.76 1.25 4.86 1.11  5.14 1.26 5.09 1.29 5.11 1.23 
Work performance Women 5.81 0.85 5.50 1.04 5.51 0.92  5.77 0.73 5.55 0.83 5.58 0.85 
Work performance Men 5.48 0.71 4.95 0.80 5.06 0.68  5.48 0.82 5.42 0.95 5.41 1.00 
Burnout risk Women 3.25 1.13 3.31 1.17 3.23 1.02  3.05 0.85 3.03 0.88 2.96 0.95 
Burnout risk Men 3.08 0.94 3.29 0.87 3.30 1.01   3.05 0.93 3.02 0.97 3.04 1.01 
Note. Significant group differences between waiting-list control group and interventions group are in bold (p < .05; single tailed); MT1 = mean 
score at pre assessment; MT2 = mean score at follow-up 1; MT3 = mean score at follow-up 2. 
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Table 15  
Model fit, standardized change scores of the intervention group (n = 118 dual earner couples) compared to the waiting-list control group (n  = 
41 dual earner couples) and effect sizes for changes of intervention group for each work-related outcome 
  Model fit   Standardized change scores for CCET 
group (intervention group)   Effect sizes 
       Women  Men 
 
Women 
 
Men 
df   CFI   RMSEA   C2-1 C3-1   C2-1 C3-1   C2-1 C3-1 
 
C2-1 C3-1 
Job satisfaction 3  1.00  0.00  .16 .19  .32 .37 
 
.12 .17 
 
.24 .31 
Work performance 3  1.00  0.00  .31 .28  .53 .41 
 
.29 .28 
 
.43 .37 
Burnout risk 3   0.99   0.06   -.15 -.33   -.16 -.26  .13 .33   .12 .20 
Note. C2-1 = Changes of a particular scale (T2 (follow- up 1) – T1 (pre assessment)); C3-1 = Changes of a particular scale (T3 (follow- up 2) – 
T1 (pre assessment)). All change scores of the intervention group are calculated compared to the change scores of the waiting-list control group. 
Significant changes are in bold (p < .05; two tailed). Effect sizes were calculated by dividing unstandardized change scores by the standard 
deviation of the variable at pre assessment. 
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Table 16 Study 4: Intercorrelations of intercepts and change scores within and between gender for the intervention group (n = 118 dual earner couples) 
Intercorrelations of intercepts and change scores for the intervention group  
  Intercorrelations for CCET group (intervention group) 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 
Job Satisfaction 
      
   Women 
      
      1 Intercept - 
     
      2 C2-1 -0.32 - 
    
      3 C3-1 -0.58 0.51 - 
   
   Men 
      
      4 Intercept -0.12 0.02 0.07 - 
  
      5 C2-1 0.06 0.03 -0.04 -0.41 - 
 
      6 C3-1 0.17 -0.06 -0.06 -0.60 0.67 - 
Work performance 
      
   Women 
      
      1 Intercept - 
     
      2 C2-1 -0.17 - 
    
      3 C3-1 -0.19 0.24 - 
   
   Men 
      
      4 Intercept 0.06 -0.08 -0.04 - 
  
      5 C2-1 -0.06 -0.02 -0.01 -0.11 - 
 
      6 C3-1 -0.04 0.01 0.02 -0.12 0.34 - 
Burnout 
      
   Women 
      
      1 Intercept - 
     
      2 C2-1 -0.27 - 
    
      3 C3-1 -0.28 0.36 - 
   
   Men 
      
      4 Intercept 0.01 -0.06 -0.03 - 
  
      5 C2-1 0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.18 - 
 
      6 C3-1 -0.03 0.02 0.02 -0.18 0.33 - 
Note. C2-1 = Changes of a particular scale (T2 – T1); C3-1 = Changes of a particular scale 
(T3 – T1). Significant correlations are in bold (p < .05; two tailed). 
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Figure 7. Dyadic latent change model examining the longitudinal efficacy of the CCET on 
work-related outcomes in dual earner couples. IW represents the intercept at pre assessment 
for women and IM for men respectively. C21 and C22 represent the latent change scores for 
women and men at the follow-up 1 assessment and C31 and C32 for the follow-up 2 assessment 
respectively. Y represents mean scores of work related outcomes at each assessment. The 
model was tested three times, analyzing the longitudinal change of job satisfaction, work 
performance or burnout risk by comparing a waiting-list control group with an intervention 
group that participated in the CCET (multi-group comparison). To test the efficacy of the 
CCET, changes within the waiting-list control group were assumed to be zero and were freely 
estimated in the intervention group. 
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GENERAL DISCUSSION 
6. Summary of Findings 
The objective of this thesis was twofold. First, spillover processes of stress and resources 
among dual earner couples from work to home and vice versa were examined. As specifically 
three factors have rarely been addressed in previous research, special attention was drawn on 
a) a dyadic research perspective, b) longitudinal effects of spillover, and c) dyadic coping. 
Despite the detrimental effects stress can have when spilling over from one domain to the 
other there is still a lack of intervention studies in work-family research. Therefore, the 
second objective of this thesis was to test a stress preventive relationship education program 
(CCET; Bodenmann & Shantinath, 2004) on its efficacy above and beyond the boundaries of 
close relationships of dual-earner couples. Namely, it was examined if the CCET had positive 
effects on work-related outcomes, such as job satisfaction, work performance and burnout 
risk. 
Relating to the first objective, findings of Study 1 pointed out that stress is highly 
important for relationship functioning and that stress arising outside the relationships can 
intrude into the couple and decrease relationship satisfaction in the long run (negative 
spillover). Dyadic coping showed to have positive main effects on relationship satisfaction 
one year after the initial measure and buffered the negative impact of relationship stress on 
couples’ satisfaction (in line with the SMT; Bodenmann, 1995b, 2000, 2005). Furthermore, 
stress from various sources, such as relationship stress, did not only have detrimental effects 
on relationships, but also on work performance (Study 2), highlighting the bi-directionality of 
negative spillover. Moreover, the accumulation of stressors (work overload, daily hassles, and 
relationship stress) explained a substantial proportion of explained variance in work 
performance, and interactions of work and relationship stress were negatively associated with 
work performance. In addition, dyadic coping was shown to buffer the detrimental impact of 
work stress on work performance. This positive cross-domain effect further highlighted that 
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resources from home can enrich work (dyadic coping originates in the relationship whereas 
work performance is a work-specific outcome, thus representing a cross-domain effect). 
These findings are in accordance with spillover theories accounting for positive transmissions 
between work and home (e.g., Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; Grzywacz & Marks, 2000; ten 
Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012; Wayne et al., 2007). 
Relating to the second objective of this thesis, the CCET has been found to effectively 
enhance dual-earners’ dyadic coping skills. Interestingly, even a short amount of invested 
time (short version of the CCET; approximately 8 hours of training + self-directed DVD) 
showed the same beneficial effects than a more time-extended version of the program 
(original version of the CCET; approximately 15 hours of training). This is especially 
important for dual-earner couples as their time resources are limited due to the dual-demands 
of work and home (Study 3). Furthermore, Study 3 was the first to specifically examine the 
moderating effect of stress on intervention outcomes of a couple education program. It has 
been found that high relationship stressors were negatively associated with the initial level of 
dyadic coping for women and men, and the greater the gains in dyadic coping. Moreover, the 
CCET could effectively increase job satisfaction and work performance and lowered burnout 
risk over a six month time frame, thus showing a positive spillover of resources from the 
home domain to work (HEW) (Study 4). 
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7. Strength and Contributions 
Studies presented in this thesis showed some strength that contributed to the existing 
research in the field of work-family psychology. Research on the work–family interface has 
focused on the experiences of individuals and failed to account for both members of couples 
(Eby et al., 2010). All four studies filled this gap by examining dyadic data (data of both 
partners) of dual-earner couples and examining the dynamics among both members of a 
couple. Furthermore, work-family research has mainly been based on cross-sectional studies 
and studies examining the longitudinal effect of spillover are sparse (McNall et al., 2010). 
These designs inhibit drawing causal inferences. In Study 1, 3, and 4 longitudinal designs 
were used to account for this lack in work-family research. It has been shown that stress and 
coping do not just have immediate effects, but rather, for example, effects of stress spilling 
over into the relationship can unfold its impact over a one-year time frame (Study 1). So far, 
work-family research showed an overemphasis of studies addressing negative spillover 
processes (Parasuraman & Greenhaus, 2002). Study 4 contributed to this critique and 
examined the positive spillover across domains of enhanced dyadic coping skills on work-
related outcomes. Although there is a plethora of research in the field of work-family 
psychology, little research has been done on interventions, and consequently, an 
implementation gap persists in putting work–family research into practice. Study 3 and 4 
presented in this thesis are among the first intervention studies investigating positive spillover 
effects of a relationship education program tested with dual-earner couples. This is an 
important contribution to the existing research in the work-family domain and should 
encourage other researchers to conduct intervention studies with dual-earner couples.  
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8. Limitations 
The studies underlying this thesis have several limitations. Many of them have already 
been discussed in the discussion section of the papers (Study 1-4). Some of the aspects above 
and beyond will be discussed in this section. Within the four presented studies, limitations 
concerning the investigated samples in this Study 1-4 emerged. Thus, the average age of 
couples who participated in the studies was about 41 years, and the sample consisted of well-
educated dual-earner couples. This demographic homogeneity among participants limits 
generalizability. Studies should replicate above presented findings with a more divers sample. 
A major critique of the actual spillover research is that the development over time has yet not 
been examined very well. Although we conducted longitudinal studies (Study 1, 3, and 4), our 
time horizon was relatively short (six months to one year). Further studies should investigate 
positive and negative spillover processes over longer time periods. Additionally, as spillover 
can be seen as dynamic process, daily diary studies should be attempted to reveal the 
dynamics between the domains and among the partners of intimate relationships on a daily 
basis. Another limitation concerns the conceptualization of spillover as a dynamic spiral 
concept. In the presented papers, we only examined spillover from one domain to another. For 
example, we only investigated if enhanced dyadic coping skills had positive effects on the 
work domain, but we did not examine how the enhanced work outcomes in turn affected the 
home domain.  
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9. Implications 
Clearly, employees are not checking out their home concerns at the workplace door. 
Organizations and supervisors who are interested in healthy employees should therefore 
include attempts to minimize conflicts between work and home that are precisely targeted on 
spillover processes (Amstad et al., 2011; Byron, 2005). The vast majority of studies in the 
work-family field simply described various work-home associations but did not focus on 
interventions targeting the intertwinement of the domains (Brough & O’Driscoll, 2010). In 
fact, there is actually no couple intervention precisely targeting spillover processes between 
work and home, which is astonishing given the plethora of studies examining spillover 
processes and showing evidence for negative and positive outcomes and crossover processes 
between partners. Therefore, the design of an intervention which addresses the spillover of 
stress and resources from one domain to the other seems appropriate. Including the above 
stated points, several recommendations for designing interventions can be made. First, new 
work-family interventions have to be based on empirically tested theories or models and such 
proper interventions have to consider all four dimensions of spillover (HIW, WIH, WEH, and 
HEW). Second, as work-family spillover processes are a dyadic phenomenon that affect both 
members of a couple (e.g., via crossover processes), a dyadic approach seems to be the state 
of the art. In line with this goes the recommendation to include dyadic coping in 
interventions, as the CCET has shown its efficacy by enhancing not only couple- but also 
work-related outcomes. Third, also organizational factors have to be accounted in 
interventions. Targeting individual employee outcomes will not ameliorate stressful 
organizational contexts (e.g., time pressure) (Hammer et al., 2011; Nielsen et al., 2010). An 
effective work-home intervention therefore has to include organizational support of any form 
(e.g., supervisor support). This implies that research results should be transferred into 
organizational reality and move beyond the boundaries of the scientific world. Lastly, 
intervention efficacy has to be measureable and chosen outcomes have to be relevant. The 
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ideal outcomes could be determined through a balanced work and home life, thus 
investigating the reduction of negative effects and the enhancement of positive spillover. 
Overall, organizations should consider capitalizing on the possibility that participation in 
other roles, such as the home domain, can possibly (re)energize an employee for work, can 
make the employee more efficient, and provide opportunities to acquire new skills and 
behaviors that help them perform well at work. Therefore, implementing work-home 
interventions in organizations is recommended. As the CCET has shown to be effective in 
enhancing work-related outcomes, it offers a solid fundament for such an intervention. A 
possible solution could be to add a module especially focusing on spillover mechanisms 
between work and home to the CCET. Adding a work-home module to the CCET could also 
lead to positive spillover from work to home, which has not been examined in this context 
yet. In addition, this could possibly lead to even higher effects in work-outcomes than 
presented in Study 4. To achieve the most beneficial intervention effects, in addition to 
enhancing couples dyadic coping and communications skills, organizational support 
mechanisms should be included in the intervention and organizational policies should foster 
the compatibility of work and home. Moreover, individual characteristics have to be 
considered, as for example, also individual coping skills provide a contribution to buffer the 
negative impact of stress on various outcomes. 
Systemic model of spillover and crossover 
Based on the findings of this thesis, the author proposes a theoretical model, integrating 
the systemic perspective of spillover and crossover processes. The main assertion of the 
model assumes that the work-home interface consists of the intersection of various work, 
home, as well as individual and contextual characteristics for individuals or dual-earner 
couples and that spillover underlies a dynamic spiral process (see Figure 8). 
The development of the model draws on several existing theoretical perspectives. 
Ecological systems theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1986) frames the conceptualization of the work-
home interface. Conflict and enhancement theories (Frone et al., 1992; Greenhaus & Beutell, 
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1985; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012; Wayne et al., 2007) 
provide the rationale for direct relationships between work and home outcomes. The 
systemic-transactional conceptualization of stress (Bodenmann, 1995b) and spillover-
crossover theory (Bakker, Demerouti, et al., 2009; Bakker et al., 2008) provide the theoretical 
basis for understanding the interdependencies between partners and moderating effects of 
coping strategies. 
In the model, individual (e.g., individual coping, health), work (e.g., work stress, work 
performance) and home (e.g., relationship stress, relationship satisfaction) characteristics are 
considered. The proposed model covers unidirectional effects (broken lines represent direct 
effects, dotted lines represent moderation effects
7
), dynamic bi-directional spillover effects 
(bold black lines) as well as crossover effects (block arrow) within a specific domain or across 
work and home. The dynamic bi-directional paths imply the possibility for a positive spiral or 
a loss spiral. For example job satisfaction may lead to relationship satisfaction, and 
relationship satisfaction in turn may increase or maintain the initial job satisfaction. 
Furthermore, the model integrates possible bi-directional compensation effects (crossing bold 
black lines). That is, negative characteristic in one domain may lead to positive outcomes in 
the other domain (or within a domain). For example, men experiencing relationship distress 
might try to avoid conflicts at home by spending more time at work, which in turn could lead 
to higher work performance.  
Different forms of associations between integrated components are possible. First, 
associations can be direct. For example, dyadic coping can have a direct positive effect on 
negative work characteristics, such as work stress or on positive home characteristics, such as 
a partner’s dyadic communication skills. Second, mediating effects are possible in a way that 
characteristics of one domain mediate relationships between characteristics of another 
                                                 
7
 In the model, only unidirectional effects of dyadic coping on other outcomes in the model are specified. 
This is based on research findings showing that dyadic coping reduced the level of experienced stressors but it 
was not found that dyadic coping was mobilized when stressors were encountered (Viswesvaran, Sanchez, & 
Fisher, 1999). 
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domain. For instance, relationship stress may lead to positive relationship functioning in the 
long run (based on a study by Gottman & Krokoff, 1989), which in turn could positively 
affect work performance. Lastly, associations can be interactive, as characteristics of one 
domain may moderate relationships between the same or another domain and an outcome 
(dotted lines). For example, dyadic coping can interact between the association of negative 
work characteristics (e.g., work overload) and negative relationship characteristics (e.g., 
relationship satisfaction). 
The conceptualization of spillover as a dynamic process rather than just bidirectional 
associations between two constructs is an important extension of existing theories and 
models. The fundamental role of dyadic coping in spillover processes is highlighted, as it is 
part and parcel of the model. Furthermore, compensation effects as described above have not 
yet been considered in existing research in the work-family field. So far research has not yet 
investigated how important their contribution for spillover mechanisms is. 
Several implications for interventions drawing upon this model arise; specifically different 
aspects in the work-home interface have to be targeted simultaneously to gain the most 
beneficial intervention effects. Thus, individual characteristics as well as work and home 
demands and resources have to be addressed. As spillover is seen as a dynamic process in this 
model, positive change in one domain may lead to positive change in the other domain. 
Nevertheless, interventions targeting cross-domain aspects (e.g., targeting job satisfaction by 
enhancing relationship satisfaction) may be weaker than in-domain interventions (e.g., 
enhancing work satisfaction by supervisor support), as effect sizes of Study 4 (cross-domain 
target) were weaker than in Study 3 (in-domain target). Furthermore, previous research 
findings underline this assumption, as dyadic coping primarily reduced HIW and support 
from supervisors primarily reduced WIH (Bellavia & Frone, 2005). Furthermore, the 
consideration of individual characteristics, work contexts and home contexts is important, as 
they can hinder (or foster) desired spillover processes. For example, good dyadic coping 
cannot develop its full potential if the organizational framework hinders their use.  
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Obviously, the model is an oversimplification of the components and the mechanisms 
linking them to each other. Nevertheless, it tries to include all relevant processes observed in 
spillover processes, which will be a challenge to investigate within one study, as this requires 
a large sample of dual-earner couples. The most critical need is to further specify the model as 
a temporal process which requires a longitudinal methodology, which would also account for 
the longitudinal development of spillover processes. 
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Figure 8. Conceptual systemic spillover-crossover model
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CONCLUSION 
Undoubtedly, the spillover of stress between work and home domain goes along with 
detrimental consequences for individuals, work outcomes and close relationships. Research 
findings shown in this thesis might present a promising solution to overcome the negativity of 
the dual demands and foster the facilitation between work and home: the Couples Coping 
Enhancement Training (Bodenmann & Shantinath, 2004). 
Despite the extensive research in the work-family field, the underlining mechanisms of 
spillover have not been fully understood yet and interactions between domains and partners 
are complex. The author tried to capture the complexity of the associations between contexts, 
domains and partners and proposed a conceptual model to include all obviously important 
aspects of the interplay between work and home, which can also be adapted for interventions. 
It is promising that there are empirically tested solutions to help dual-earner couples to 
find a balance between work and home. This allows them to spend more time together or 
gives them the opportunity to develop their full potential at work, thus living a fulfilled live, 
as work and home are the most important domains in our lives. 
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